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Meeting: Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC)
Date: Wednesday, May 12, 2010
Time: 5to 7 p.m.
Place: Council Chambers
1. CALL TO ORDER Shane Bemis, Chair
2. SELF INTRODUCTIONS & COMMUNICATIONS Shane Bemis, Chair
3. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS
4, CONSENT AGENDA Shane Bemis, Chair
*  Consideration of the MPAC Minutes for April 28, 2010
5. COUNCIL UPDATE
* o HUD Sustainability Communities Planning Grant Program
6. ACTION ITEMS
6.1 * Ordinance 10-1238, “For the Purpose of Adopting Urban Reserves John Williams
and Conforming Amendments to the Regional Framework Planand  Dick Benner
the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan” -
RECOMMENDATION TO THE METRO COUNCIL REQUESTED
7. INFORMATION / DISCUSSION ITEMS
7.1 * Status on Final RTP Adoption Package - INFORMATION Robin McArthur
7.2 * MPAC Employment Subcommittee Report Addressing Large Malu Wilkinson
Industrial Site Demand - INFORMATION / DISCUSSION Gary Barth, Clackamas Co.
7.3 Public Investments, Private Development, and Local Aspirations - Robin McArthur
INFORMATION
8. MPAC MEMBER COMMUNICATION
9. ADJOURN Shane Bemis, Chair
* Material available electronically.
ok Materials will be distributed electronically prior to the meeting.
# Material provided at meeting.

All material will be available at the meeting.

For agenda and schedule information, call Kelsey Newell at 503-797-1916, e-mail: kelsey.newell @oregonmetro.gov.
To check on closure or cancellations during inclement weather please call 503-797-1700x.
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2010 MPAC Tentative Agendas

Tentative as of May 5, 2010

MPAC Meeting MPAC Meeting
May 12 May 26
e Ordinance 10-1238, Adopting Urban Reserves e 2035 RTP (recommendation to council)
(recommendation to council) e Performance Evaluation
e MPAC Employment Subcommittee Report e Asneeded, Regional Framework Plan/Urban
(discussion) Growth Management Functional Plan Amendments
e Sustainable Communities Planning Grant (discussion)

Program (information)

e Public Investments, Private Development, and
Local Aspirations (information)

e Final Status on RTP package (information)

MPAC Meeting MPAC Meeting
June 9 June 23
¢ Community Investment Strategy: 2010 Capacity e Impact of local investments and actions on market’s
Ordinance ability to use zoned capacity
e 2040 Growth Concept Map e Envision tool (visualization of investments in local
e As needed, Regional Framework Plan/Urban communities)
Growth Management Functional Plan e Community Investment Strategy: 2010 Capacity
Amendments (information) Ordinance (discussion)

e Asneeded, Regional Framework Plan/Urban
Growth Management Functional Plan Amendments

MPAC Meeting MPAC Meeting
July 14 July 28

e Employment Toolkit
e (Climate Prosperity

MPAC Meeting MPAC Meeting
August 11 August 25




MPAC Meeting
September 8

e Draft Ordinance to meet 20-year forecasted
growth (discussion)
e Investment Strategy
e Actions to meet forecasted growth
e Regional Framework Plan/Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan amendments

MPAC Meeting
September 22

e Draft Ordinance to meet 20-year forecasted growth
(discussion)
e Investment Strategy
e Actions to meet forecasted growth
e Regional Framework Plan/Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan amendments

MPAC Meeting
October 13

e Draft Ordinance to meet 20-year forecasted
growth (discussion)
e Investment Strategy
e Actions to meet forecasted growth
e Regional Framework Plan/Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan amendments

MPAC Meeting
October 27

e Draft Ordinance to meet 20-year forecasted growth
(discussion)
e Investment Strategy
e Actions to meet forecasted growth
e Regional Framework Plan/Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan amendments

MPAC Meeting
November 10

e Draft Ordinance to meet 20-year forecasted
growth (discussion)
e Investment Strategy
e Actions to meet forecasted growth
e Regional Framework Plan/Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan amendments

MPAC Meeting
November 17

e Draft Ordinance to meet 20-year forecasted growth
(recommendation to council)
e Investment Strategy
e Actions to meet forecasted growth
e Regional Framework Plan/Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan amendments

MPAC Meeting
December 15
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METRO POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE
April 28, 2010
Metro Regional Center, Council Chambers
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Shane Bemis, Chair City of Gresham, representing Multnomah Co. 2™ Largest City
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Amanda Fritz
Jack Hoffman
Carl Hosticka
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Charlotte Lehan, Vice Chair
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Judy Shiprack
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Alice Norris
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Mike Weatherby
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Dilafruz Williams
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Paul Manson
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Doug Neeley

City of Portland
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City of Portland

Port of Portland
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City of Vancouver

Washington Co. Citizen

City of Oregon City, representing Clackamas Co. 2™ Largest City
Clark Co., Washington Commission

City of Fairview, representing Multhomah Co. Other Cities
City of Hillsboro, representing Washington Co. Other Cities
Governing Body of School Districts

AFFILIATION

Multnomah Co. Citizen

City of Hillshoro, representing Washington Co. 2™ Largest City
City of Oregon City, representing Clackamas Co. Largest City

STAFFE: Richard Benner, Alison Kean Campbell, Councilor Carlotta Collette, Robin McArthur,
Kelsey Newell, Ken Ray, Sheena VanLeuven, John Williams



1. CALL TO ORDER AND DECLARATION OF A QUORUM

Chair Shane Bemis declared a quorum and called the meeting to order at 5:06 p.m.

2. SELF INTRODUCTIONS AND COMMUNICATIONS

All attendees introduced themselves.

3. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

There were none.

4. CONSENT AGENDA

Consideration of the MPAC Minutes for April 14, 2010
Consideration of the Minutes of the JPACT/MPAC Workshop for April 2, 2010

Councilor Doug Neeley requested that the April 2, 2010 Workshop minutes be amended to
reflect that Mayor Alice Norris is an MPAC member, not an alternate.

MOTION: Mayor Keith Mays moved, and Mayor Denny Doyle seconded, to approve the
consent agenda as amended.

ACTION TAKEN: With all in favor, the motion passed.

S. COUNCIL UPDATE

Councilor Carl Hosticka stated that the Land Conservation and Development Commission has
recently amended its 2008 rules on urban and rural reserves. He invited Mr. Richard Whitman to
brief the committee on these changes.

Mr. Whitman spoke about changes to LCDC’s rules on Urban and Rural reserves, noting that the
changes are only adjustments to the 2008 rules and do not alter the intent of the original rules,
which was to put limitations in place that ensure that land brought into the urban growth
boundary is efficiently urbanized. Mr. Whitman described the specific changes made to the rules
and the reasoning behind them.

Committee discussion included:

e The importance of monitoring what happens to rural reserves over time to see whether
the intent of the LCDC rules is followed,;

e What prompted LCDC to amend the rules; and

e How non-permanent land uses are addressed in the rules

Mr. Whitman noted that he will work on producing a fact sheet for the committee to clarify the
LCDC rules.
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6. INFORMATION/ DISCUSSION ITEMS

6.1  Adopting Urban Reserves and Conforming Amendments to the Regional
Framework Plan and the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, Ordinance
10-1238

Mr. Richard Benner of Metro discussed Ordinance 10-1238, amending the Regional Framework
Plan and Title 11 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, as well as repealing Title 5.
The primary change to Title 11 is that now concept planning will be conducted prior to land
being incorporated into the urban growth boundary, rather than following the current procedure
of doing concept planning after land is incorporated.

Mr. Benner addressed the five main issues with regard to changes to Title 11:

The legal status of concept plans;

The level of detail of a concept plan;

The procedure if jurisdictions cannot agree on a concept plan;

The timing of concept planning; and

The details of the annexation requirement for land to be urbanized, specifically regarding
voter-approved annexation.

Mr. Benner invited a representative from the Westside Economic Alliance [presenter name not
recorded], Ms. Julia Hajduk, Planning Manager for the City of Sherwood, and Mr. Brent Curtis,
Planning Manager for Washington County, to briefly address the issue of annexation.

Committee discussion included:
e The provision that Metro complete concept planning where local jurisdictions do not
agree on a concept plan, specifically:

o0 A situation where Metro had to complete the concept planning could pave the
way to urbanize an area with nobody willing to govern it;

0 What the timeframe would be for jurisdictions to complete concept planning
before Metro would step in and complete the process;

0 Metro may not be the right entity to complete concept plans because it does not
provide infrastructure and is not knowledgeable about the details that must be
included in a concept plan;

0 Whether a Metro-completed concept plan is better than no concept plan

0 The question of what Metro would gain from completing a concept plan

0 The idea that if a jurisdiction does not want to provide services, it should illustrate
how it will increase the capacity of existing urbanized areas

e Whether land should be annexed before being urbanized, specifically:

o Concern that voter-annexation clauses could thwart necessary urbanization if

voters do not approve annexing urban reserves
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0 The problem of non-contiguous lands being urbanized

Vice Chair Charlotte Lehan asked for committee direction on whether Title 11 should require
that cities be the main governance providers for land brought into the urban growth boundary,
with the majority of committee members responding “yes”.

Vice Chair Lehan then asked for committee direction on whether Title 11 should provide that
Metro complete concept planning where local jurisdictions cannot agree upon a concept plan,
with the majority of committee members responding “no”.

Lastly, she raised the question of whether the issue of voter-approved annexation should be
addressed in Title 11 for future consideration.

7. MPAC MEMBER COMMUNICATIONS

Vice Chair Lehan announced that Andres Duany, co-founder of the Congress for the New
Urbanism, will be speaking at Metro-sponsored events May 12-14.

Mr. Rick VanBeveren notified the committee that Neil McFarlane has been approved as the next
General Manager of TriMet.

8. ADJOURN

Vice Chair Charlotte Lehan adjourned the meeting at 7:02 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
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Recording Secretary

ATTACHMENTS TO THE PUBLIC RECORD FOR APRIL 28, 2010:

The following have been included as part of the official public record:

DOCUMENT Doc
ITEM TYPE DATE DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION DOCI\LIJ(';AENT
7 Flyer 04/2010 Andres Duany Presentations May 12-14 042810m-01
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HUD Sustainability Planning Grant -
Preliminary - For Discussion Purposes Only

There is a change afoot in our federal government. A new recognition of the importance of large
urban regions has resulted in the circulation of new policy ideas and the creation of new
institutional structures.

In the most important development to date, the US Departments of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) and Transportation (DOT) and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
have come together to form The Partnership for Sustainable Communities. The Partnership has
launched a major new effort, the Sustainable Communities Initiative (SCI), and adopted the
following Livability Principles:

Transportation choice

Equitable, affordable housing

Enhanced economic competitiveness

Support for existing communities

Coordinated policies, leveraged investments
Healthy, safe and walkable neighborhoods for all

These principles mirror the values that underlie the Portland region’s nationally recognized long-
range plan, the 2040 Growth Concept?, and bear a remarkable resemblance to a list of
characteristics of great communities that was adopted by the region in 2008:

1. People live and work in vibrant communities where they can choose to walk for pleasure
and to meet their everyday needs.

Current and future residents benefit from the region's sustained economic competitiveness
and prosperity.

People have safe and reliable transportation choices that enhance their quality of life.

The region is a leader in minimizing contributions to global warming.

Current and future generations enjoy clean air, clean water and healthy ecosystems.

The benefits and burdens of growth and change are distributed equitably.

N

A

The Portland metropolitan region is a national leader in land use and transportation planning,
responsible resource use and climate protection policy. One of the Portland region’s key assets is
its unique elected regional government, Metro, which has been chartered by residents to undertake
“planning and policy making to preserve and enhance the quality of life and the environment for
ourselves and future generations.” By most traditional livability measures, Metro’s efforts have
helped the region to consistently be ranked as one of the most livable places in the nation. Yet we
also know that this exceptional quality of life is not shared by all who live in our region, especially
low-income communities and communities of color.?

Our region’s reputation and practice of multi-disciplinary planning uniquely position us to realize
the potential of HUD’s Sustainable Communities Planning Grant Program3, an important initiative of
the SCI. This path-breaking federal effort provides an opportunity for the region to build on our

1 The 2040 Growth Concept constitutes what the HUD SCI NOFA refers to as a “Regional Plan for Sustainable
Development.”

Z Coalition for a Livable Future, 2007, The Regional Equity Atlas.

3 Stockton Williams (HUD) consistently refers to “SCI Planning Grant NOFA”, implying emphasis on planning;
the NOFA itself refers to the “Sustainable Communities Planning Grant Program.”



success in land use and livability policy by creating new partnerships and policies that promote
equity* and opportunity> for all regional residents.

Metro has proposed a framework for a collaborative regional SCI grant proposal to enhance and
implement elements of the 2040 Growth Concept as informed by the Livability Principles. The
framework is being reviewed and discussed by public, private and nonprofit sector partners in
advance of the release of HUD'’s SCI Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) in May.

The proposed framework supports implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept through the
development of a comprehensive strategy for investing in communities throughout the region. It
then builds on models currently in place for integrated transportation, land use and environmental
planning to focus on development of a comprehensive regional housing affordability strategy that
will help implement the 2040 Growth Concept, and to fully integrate the housing strategy and
enhanced regional indicators for social equity into the investment strategy. Finally, the framework
builds on work already under way to develop comprehensive, inclusive measures of the outcomes
associated with livability policies and investments and creates the opportunity to put our strategies
to the test with a “proof of concept” demonstration site.

The Portland regional SCI grant concept has four primary elements, discussed in more detail below:

e Community Investment Strategy - The investment strategy will build upon the extensive
planning framework of the 2040 Growth Concept. One key objective is to focus public resources
on the types of investments that will most effectively leverage the private investment necessary
to fully realize the aspirations throughout the region to create complete communities. Such
investments will vary from place to place but are likely to include targeted development of
lively mixed-use, mixed-income downtowns and main streets/corridors linked to multi-modal
transportation investments and investments to improve the economic prosperity of the region.

o Housing Affordability Strategy - With the leadership of regional housing development
partners, including housing authorities, non-profit development corporations and for-profit
builders, this grant will develop a strategic plan to coordinate access to affordable housing,
jobs and workforce training, high capacity public transportation and other critical public
services and facilities for the Metro region and integrate this strategy into the overall
Community Investment Strategy.

o Performance Measures - With community based partners, this grant will develop metrics
for affordable housing, social equity and public investment. This work will be coordinated with
and integrated into the Regional Indicators project that is already under way at PSU and the
community-based Regional Equity Atlas, and will be used to help prioritize investments and to
track progress of implementation.

o Capital Project - This grant will develop one or more concepts for use of capital funding
(including consultants, predevelopment, feasibility analysis) for a program or place-based
demonstration to test and advance implementation of the Community Investment Strategy
and Housing Affordability Strategy and to pilot projects that serve as a “Proof of Concept.”

4 Benefits of livability policies are shared and the burdens are not disproportionately borne by low income
residents and communities of color
5 Low income families and communities of color have improved success in achieving well being (education,
health, economic prosperity)
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Introduction and Overview

In 1973, Oregon adopted a land use planning system that established an integrated approach to
managing growth in communities statewide. In 1995, the Portland region adopted the 2040 Growth
Concept and has been successfully implementing an integrated transportation, land use and
environmental strategy. As a result, regional indicators of urban form, transportation performance,
protection and restoration of natural resources, preservation of farmland and reduction of air
pollution and greenhouse gas emissions show substantial differences from the prevailing
metropolitan trend nationwide.

However, developing a great plan and describing desired outcomes are only the first steps. In order
to achieve our aspirations, we need new tools for investing in our communities in ways that will
accommodate expected growth, create the jobs needed to support a growing population, and
protect our quality of life. In a climate of limited resources, the region needs to develop an
integrated regional investment strategy rather than continuing with the ad hoc and opportunistic
approach employed to date. The intent will be to integrate current and prospective local, regional,
state and federal funding sources with an eye toward leveraging the desired private investment.

In addition, we need to better integrate social equity into decisions and actions taken at both the
local and regional level to implement the region’s long-range plan. As part of this effort, we need to
develop a strategic plan for addressing housing affordability through public, private non-profit and
market-based solutions that are aligned with the regional 2040 Growth Concept. In addition, we
need to develop a governance structure to guide the Community Investment Strategy that results in
social equity outcomes commensurate with the outcomes Metro has achieved in integrated
transportation, land use and environmental planning.

Finally, in response to a state legislative mandate, the region has conducted a comprehensive
inventory of greenhouse gas emissions and begun developing and implementing a strategy for
reducing transportation-related emissions.

The proposed framework to present in the grant application is as follows:

e The 2040 Growth Concept, an integrated vision for the region that constitutes for our region
what the HUD grant solicitation refers to as a Regional Plan for Sustainable Development

e A comprehensive strategy to implement the 2040 Growth Concept through a sustained
program of targeted federal, state, regional and local investments (which will be expanded
as a significant focus of this grant)

e A series of functional strategies and plans that have been developed to implement the 2040
Growth Concept, some of which have been very successful and some of which are
incomplete, including:

a. Integration of land use and transportation

b. Protection and enhancement of regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat

c. Ensuring housing affordability and integrating housing-related policies with land use
and transportation decision-making (which will be a significant focus of this grant)

d. Integration of health impact assessment into regional and local land use and
transportation decision-making (under development)

e. Coordinated delivery of domestic water supply (through the Regional Water Supply
Consortium)

f.  Reduction of air pollution, air toxics and greenhouse gases (to be refined through the HB
2001 work program)

g. Development of a regional energy strategy (future initiative)
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h. Development of a regional economic development strategy (under development
through the Regional Partners for Economic Development and Greenlight Greater
Portland)

Publication of Regional Indicators to integrate metrics of the region’s economic,

environmental and social well-being through the Institute for Metropolitan Studies (which

will be expanded through this grant)
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HUD SCI NOFA Proposal Activities (detail

1. Community Investment Strategy
Metro has prioritized its work program to develop and implement an integrated investment
strategy that will align and leverage local, regional, state and federal investments to achieve
the 2040 Growth Concept. This investment strategy will advance the extensive planning and
regulatory framework that sets a regional direction through, among other innovative
policies, 50-year Urban Reserves for future expansion of the urban growth boundary, 50-
year Rural Reserves to prevent urban growth boundary expansion into important farm,
forest and natural areas, and regional and local plans that establish aspirations for targeted
development of mixed-use, mixed-income downtowns and main streets/corridors linked to
key multi-modal transportation investments. The intent of this strategy is to focus public
resources on the types of investments that will most effectively leverage the private
investment necessary to fully realize these community aspirations.

Funding from this grant will:

a. Facilitate a more fully developed outreach program to identify investments that most
effectively implement local and regional aspirations and incorporate new policy goals
related to housing, transportation access, energy efficiency and greenhouse gas
reduction and health impact. Significantly, a governance structure will be established
that will ensure that investment decisions address social equity across the region to
maximize benefits and minimize burdens to low-income communities and communities
of color and specifically incorporate strategic investments in housing affordability. This
expanded scope made possible through this grant will serve as a model for
implementing the Livability Principles established by the SCI.

b. Integrate actions developed through the Housing Affordability Strategy into the
Community Investment Strategy to more equitably bring affordable housing to parts of
the region where jobs, services and public facilities are readily available and to bring
more jobs, services and public facilities to parts of the region with significant
concentrations of low income households.

c. Define a set of project priorities for funding through local, regional, state and federal
sources that integrate local aspirations with the regional vision. Project elements could
include affordable housing and other community development projects like district
heating, community centers and day care centers; traditional infrastructure such as
roads, sewer, water, transit and bike facilities; a focus on redevelopment including land
assembly, brownfield clean-up, demolition, plazas and other gathering places,
streetscape improvements, green streets and structured parking; and preparation of
shovel-ready industrial sites including sewer, water and road infrastructure.

d. Consider implementing pilot projects to demonstrate “proof of concept” as described in
(4) below.

e. Develop an overall regional funding strategy to implement the project priorities.
Funding elements include coordination of targeted state and federal assistance,
extended use of urban renewal and tax abatement programs and identification of new
funding measures for consideration by the voters.

f. Identify potential implementation grant proposals for future HUD, DOT or EPA grant
solicitations.

g. Recommend policy and institutional changes that support implementation including
changes to HUD, DOT and EPA administrative guidelines to more effectively implement
the Livability Principles and the regional vision. Examples include:
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Eligibility for use of FHWA and FTA grant programs;

Application of Section 8 housing vouchers in a regional setting;

Potential changes to HUD CDBG and EPA brownfields programs;

Coordination of affordable housing, transportation and workforce training

programs.

Work program elements supported by this grant include:

e Metro staff and consultant support for development of the program and outreach to
local governments and the public.

e Pass-through funding to local governments or other project partners to assist in
development of the program.

e Development of strategies and investment actions to achieve each of the region’s six
desired outcomes.

e Identification of potential pilot projects to be developed through the Capital Projects
element of this grant described in (4) below.

e Development of metrics to evaluate the success of planned investments in helping
the region achieve its six desired outcomes.

Budget - To be determined based upon scope. As a placeholder, assume approximately

$1.5 million HUD grant matched by $375,000 local match in Metro’s proposed FY

‘10/°11 budget.

Timeframe - July 1, 2010 to December 31, 2011 (18 months).

Lead staff responsibility - Andy Shaw, Maria Ellis

Potential Partnerships - NPCC, community based CDFI, POSI, foundations, business

associations, City and County Governments

Housing Affordability Strategy

The public, private and non-profit housing providers in the four-county Metro region have
collaborated in many ways over many years to achieve a great deal of success and have
recognized the greater opportunities that would be available through more strategic
collaboration with other service providers.

Funding from this grant will:

a.

Facilitate an initiative with housing authorities, non-profit development corporations
and for-profit builders to develop a strategic plan to coordinate access to affordable
housing with jobs, workforce training, high capacity public transportation and other
critical public services and facilities for the Metro region. This initiative will utilize
information on current and projected areas of cost-burdened households,
jobs/employment centers, workforce training locations and public infrastructure
investments to evaluate the geographic implications of access and affordability. This
“opportunity mapping” will provide the basis for a strategy that can more equitably
bring affordable housing to parts of the region where jobs, services and public facilities
are readily available, and bring more jobs, services and public facilities to parts of the
region with significant concentrations of low-income households. The overall strategy
will be comprehensive, dealing with a broad range of household types and incomes,
evaluating publicly subsidized and market-based housing approaches, and integrating
housing affordability with transportation and household utility costs.

Develop a model to assure ongoing coordination of housing affordability interests and
their integration with regional planning and other services that support on-going
implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept.

Develop specific project funding recommendations for the Community Investment
Strategy that integrate housing affordability and social equity considerations.
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—e

Expand and build upon the scope of work to update the Consolidated Plans of the four

major Housing Authorities to allow for a coordinated regional update process and

strategic alignment of plans.

Through the analysis described in (a) above, identify key outcomes that will be used to

evaluate success of Housing Affordability Strategy for inclusion in the broader Regional

Indicators project described in (3) below.

Based on the “opportunity mapping” described above, consider implementing pilot

projects to demonstrate “proof of concept” as described in (4) below.

Funding from this grant will support:

e Housing partner staff support to participate in the development of a strategic plan.

e Staff or consultant support to convene, lead and organize the partners in the
development of the strategic plan and follow through on implementation of
recommended policy changes.

o Identification of potential pilot projects to be developed through Capital Projects
element of this grant described in (4) below.

e Staff or consultant support to identify project needs and performance metrics.

Budget - To be determined based upon scope. As a placeholder, assume approximately

$1 million HUD grant matched by $250,000 local match in Metro’s proposed FY ‘10/°11

budget.

Timeframe - July 1, 2010 to December 31, 2011 (18 months).

Lead staff responsibility - National Policy Consensus Center, Kate Allen, Chris Deffebach

Potential Partnerships — Consortia of Housing Authorities; Oregon ON; HOCC;

WorkSystems, Inc.

Performance Measures and Targets

Under the leadership of the PSU Institute for Metropolitan Studies, the region has initiated
the development of regional indicators to measure performance in achieving the region’s
desired outcomes across a broad regional report card on Economic Opportunity, Education,
Culture, Civic Engagement, Well-Being, Access and Mobility, Quality Housing and
Communities and Healthy Natural Environment.

Funding from this grant will:

a.

Support a contract with the PSU Institute for Metropolitan Studies to develop metrics
for affordable housing, social equity and public investment to integrate with the
Regional Indicators project. This work will build on Metro’s assessment of households
that are cost-burdened by combined housing and transportation costs, the PSU Social
Equity and Opportunity Forum Social Bottom Line Project and the Coalition for a
Livable Future’s Equity Atlas Project.

Assist the Community Investment Strategy work program to develop metrics to

prioritize investments, particularly metrics that incorporate social equity, and to track

progress of implementation.

Assist the Housing Affordability work program to develop metrics to support the needs

assessment and track progress of implementation.

Funding from this grant will support:

e Contracting with the Regional Indicators Project at PSU to develop, map, and
measure indicators for affordable housing, social equity and their relationship to
public investments;

e Integration of these measures into the broader regional report card.

Proposed budget - To be determined based upon scope. As a placeholder, assume

$500,000 matched by $125,000 local match in Metro’s proposed FY ‘10/°11 budget.
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f.

Timeframe - July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2011 (1 year).
g. Lead staff responsibility - Rita Conrad
h. Potential Partnerships - PSU Institute for Metropolitan Studies; CLF; COCC

4. Capital Projects

Consider including in the budget an element for a capital grant to demonstrate and
advance the Community Investment Strategy and Housing Affordability Strategy and to
develop or implement pilot projects that serve as a “Proof of Concept.” Possibilities
include:

a.

o

A program to be developed and implemented by the four regional housing
authorities upon award of the grant that expands the current Section 8 rent
assistance program to target individuals in workforce training programs with
assistance in securing housing in transit served neighborhoods. The program will
allow for coordination between housing authorities.

Development or implementation of projects identified through the “opportunity
mapping” conducted as part of the Housing Affordability Strategy in order to more
equitably bring affordable housing to parts of the region where jobs, services and
public facilities are readily available and/or to bring more jobs, services and public
facilities to parts of the region with significant concentrations of low income
households.

Supplement the Metro Transit Oriented Development (TOD) program to fund
affordable housing TOD projects. Note: the current Metro TOD projects are funded
with transportation funds and are not eligible to be used for an affordable housing
element.

Identification of a specific light rail transit (LRT) corridor, such as the upcoming
Portland to Milwaukie LRT or the recently opened Green Line to the Clackamas
Regional Center, to develop a comprehensive station area development strategy as a
focus for the broader investment and housing affordability strategy.

Development of a sustainable energy project that helps reduce the cost burden to
households for utilities.

Fund infrastructure necessary to support TOD and affordable housing in an existing
station area.

Funding from this grant will support:

Project development, NEPA compliance and permitting;
Project implementation;
Project evaluation to document the “Proof of Concept.”

Proposed budget - To be determined based upon scope. As a placeholder, assume
$2,000,000 matched by $500,000 local match provided by the capital project sponsor.
Timeframe - July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2013 (3 years).

Lead staff responsibility - Jillian Detweiller, Chris Yake

Potential Partnerships - (various depending on projects)
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GRANT ADMINISTRATION AND OTHER QUESTIONS

Policy and Oversight
a. The management and oversight of the grant will be carried out jointly by the co-
applicants to ensure completion of deliverables and compliance

with grant requirements.

b. A Memorandum of Understanding will be developed between Councils, Commissions
and Boards that are expected to participate in the process and will have an aspect of
implementation responsibility for the results.

c. A policy steering committee with appointments from participating jurisdictions,
agencies and non-government organizations will be established to oversee the
Community Investment Strategy process and develop recommendations to be
implemented through the participating organizations.

d. Asecond policy steering committee with appointments from participating housing
agencies, non-profit organizations and for-profit builders will be established to oversee
the Housing Affordability Strategy. Specific linkages between the Community
Investment Strategy policy group and the Housing Affordability Strategy policy group
will be established.

Proposed budget - To be determined based upon scope.
Timeframe - July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2013 (3 years).
Lead staff responsibility -

Potential Partnerships - (various depending on projects)

utreach and Engagement
Coalition for a Livable Future will manage outreach to community-based interest
groups.

» OTmE ™o

[business group] will manage outreach to the business community.

Metro, in cooperation with local governments, will manage outreach to the general

public.

Proposed budget - To be determined based upon scope.

Timeframe - July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2013 (3 years).

Lead staff responsibility -

Potential Partnerships - (various depending on projects)

Local Match Issues and Options

e $1.5 million for Regional Community Investment Strategy could be matched by Metro’s
proposed budget, providing the needed $375,000 local match.

e $1.0 million for Affordable Housing Strategy would require a $250,000 local match and
could be matched by Metro’s proposed budget or could be matched by co-sponsoring
housing agencies.

e $500,000 for Performance Measures would require a $125,000 local match and could be
matched by Metro’s proposed budget or could be matched by co-sponsors.

e $2.0 million capital project would require a $500,000 local match and would need to be
sponsored by the recipient agency.

e Metro match could only be provided as soft match or by using the grant to fund
elements of Metro’s existing budgeted work plan, thereby freeing up local match.

e Match commitments need to be firmed up as part of the grant application.

Potential Partnership Roles

e (Co-applicant, co-manager of the grant

e Pass-through recipient for an element of the work plan

e Participant in the process through an advisory committee

e Letter of support

oo
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MPAC Worksheet

Agenda Item Title (include ordinance or resolution number and title if applicable):

Adopting Urban Reserves and Conforming Amendments to the Regional Framework Plan and the Urban
Growth Management Functional Plan, Ordinance 10-1238

Presenter: Dick Benner, John Williams

Contact for this worksheet/presentation: Sherry Oeser

Council Liaison Sponsor: Councilor Kathryn Harrington

Purpose of this item (check no more than 2):
Information
Update
Discussion
Action X

MPAC Target Meeting Date: _May 12
Amount of time needed for:
Presentation 10 min
Discussion 30 min

Purpose/Obijective (what do you expect to accomplish by having the item on this meeting’s

agenda):

(e.g. to discuss policy issues identified to date and provide direction to staff on these issues)

This item has been scheduled on the May 12 agenda in order to meet the planned timelines for
adoption of urban and rural reserves and submittal to the state as described below.

Action Requested/Outcome (What action do you want MPAC to take at this meeting? State the
policy questions that need to be answered.)

On May 12 MPAC will make a recommendation to the Metro Council on the ordinance adopting
urban reserves and accompanying amendments to the Regional Framework Plan and Urban
Growth Management Functional Plan.

Background and context:

On February 25, 2010, the Metro Council adopted Resolution 10-4126 approving three
Intergovernmental Agreements (IGAs) between Metro and Clackamas, Multnomah and
Washington counties to designate urban and rural reserves. The next step in the reserves process
is for Metro to formally designate urban reserves and for the counties to adopt rural reserves
pursuant to the adopted IGAs. Formal designation of reserves by Metro and the counties will
include adoption of policy language agreed to in the IGAs.




Ordinance 10-1238 changes the Regional Framewaork Plan policies on urban and rural reserves,
amends Title 11 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (UGMFP) on Planning for
New Urban Areas, repeals UGMFP Title 5 on Neighbor Cities and Rural Reserves, changes the
2040 Growth Concept map to show urban and rural reserves, and adopts Findings of Fact that
have been agreed to by Metro and the three counties.

The changes to the Regional Framework Plan contain provisions agreed to and included in the
IGAs. The major change to the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, which implements
the Framework Plan policies, is the requirement for concept planning prior to an area being
added to the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). Currently, the Metro Council adds land to the
UGB and then concept planning occurs.

What has changed since MPAC last considered this issue/item?

MPAC reviewed and discussed proposed changes to the applicable sections of the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan at their meeting of April 28, 2010. This direction has been
incorporated into the attached documents.

What packet material do you plan to include? (must be provided 8-days prior to the actual
meeting for distribution)
e Ordinance 10-1238 Adopting Urban Reserves
e Urban and Rural Reserve Map
e Amendments to Regional Framework Plan Urban and Rural Reserve Policies
e Amendments to Neighbor Cities and Rural Reserves, Title 5 of the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan

e Amendments to Planning for New Urban Areas, Title 11 of the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan

What is the schedule for future consideration of item (include MTAC, TPAC, JPACT and
Council as appropriate):

MPAC is scheduled to make a recommendation to the Metro Council on May 12. The three
counties are scheduled to take action on Rural Reserves during May. The Metro Council will
hold a hearing on the ordinance on May 20 and take action on June 3. The Oregon Department of
Land Conservation and Development staff has indicated that this schedule could lead to
acknowledgement by the Land Conservation and Development Commission this fall in time for
the Metro Council’s growth management decision in December 2010.



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING URBAN ) Ordinance No. 10-1238

RESERVES AND CONFORMING AMENDMENTS )

TO THE REGIONAL FRAMEWORK PLAN AND ) Introduced by Chief Operating Officer
THE URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT ) Michael Jordan with the Concurrence of
FUNCTIONAL PLAN Council President David Bragdon

WHEREAS, Metro and Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas Counties (“the
four governments™) have declared their mutual interest in long-term planning for three-county
area for which they share land use planning authority in order to ensure the development of great
communities within the urban growth boundary surrounded by prosperous farms, ranches,
woodlots, forests, and natural resources and landscapes; and

WHEREAS, the 2007 Oregon Legislature enacted Senate Bill 1011, codified at ORS
195.137 to 195.145 (“the statute™), at the request of the four governments and many other local
governments and organizations in the region and state agencies, to establish a new method to
accomplish the goals of the four governments through long-term planning; and

WHEREAS, the statute authorizes the four local governments to designate Urban
Reserves and Rural Reserves to accomplish the purposes of the statute, which are consistent with
the goals of the four governments; and

WHEREAS, the Land Conservation and Development Commission (“LCDC”) adopted
rules to implement the statute on January 25, 2008, as directed by the statute; and

WHEREAS, the statute and rules require the four governments to work together in their
joint effort to designate reserves and to enter into formal agreements among them to designate
reserves in a coordinated and concurrent process prior to adoption of ordinances adopting
reserves; and

WHEREAS, the statute and the rules set forth certain factors to be considered in the
designation of reserves, and elements to be included in ordinances adopting reserves; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council has entered into an intergovernmental agreement with
each of the Boards of Commissioners of Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington Counties to
designate certain lands in each of the counties as Urban Reserves and other lands as Rural
Reserves; and

WHEREAS, Metro conducted workshops and hearings across the region and sought the advice of
the Metro Policy Advisory Committee (“MPAC”) prior to entering into intergovernmental agreements
with the three counties; and

WHEREAS, MPAC recommended adoption by the Metro Council of the Urban Reserves; and

WHEREAS, Metro held a public hearing on the Urban Reserves and Rural Reserves
recommended in the intergovernmental agreements on May 20, 2010; now, therefore,
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THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

1. The areas shown as “Urban Reserves” on Map Exhibit A, attached and incorporated into this
ordinance, are hereby designated Urban Reserves under ORS 195.141 and OAR 660 Division 27.

2. The areas shown as “Rural Reserves” on Exhibit A are the Rural Reserves adopted by Clackamas,
Multnomah and Washington Counties and are hereby made subject to the policies added to the
Regional Framework Plan by Exhibit B of this ordinance.

3. The Regional Framework Plan is hereby amended, as indicated in Exhibit B, attached and
incorporated into this ordinance, to adopt policies to implement Urban Reserves and Rural
Reserves pursuant to the intergovernmental agreements between Metro and Clackamas,
Multnomah and Washington Counties and ORS 195.141 to 195.143.

4. Title 5 (Neighbor Cities and Rural Reserves) of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan
(UGMFP) is hereby repealed as indicated in Exhibit C, attached to this ordinance.

5. Title 11 (Planning for New Urban Areas) of the UGMFP is hereby amended, as indicated in
Exhibit D, attached and incorporated into this ordinance, to implement provisions of the
intergovernmental agreements between Metro and Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington
Counties and ORS 195.141 to 195.143.

6. The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in Exhibit E, attached and incorporated into this
ordinance, explain how the actions taken by the Council in this ordinance comply with the
Regional Framework Plan and state law.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 3rd day of June, 2010.

David Bragdon, Council President

Attest: Approved as to form:

, Recording Secretary Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney
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DRAFT
3/24/10
Exhibit B to Ordinance No. 10-1238

REGIONAL FRAMEWORK PLAN

Policy 1.7 Urban and Rural Reserves

It is the policy of the Metro Council to:

1.7.1

1.7.2

1.7.3

1.7.4

1.7.5

1.7.6

Establish a system of urban reserves, sufficient to accommodate long-term growth, that
identifies land outside the UGB suitable for urbanization in a manner consistent with this
Regional Framework Plan.

Collaborate with Multnomah, Clackamas and Washington Counties and Neighbor Cities to
establish a system of rural reserves to protect agricultural land, forest land and natural
landscape features that help define appropriate natural boundaries to urbanization, and to
keep a separation from Neighbor Cities to protect their identities and aspirations.

Designate as urban reserves, with a supply of land to accommodate population and
employment growth to the year 2060, those lands identified as urban reserves on the Urban and
Rural Reserves Map in Title 14 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.

Protect those lands designated as rural reserves on the Urban and Rural Reserves Map in Title
14 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan from addition to the UGB and from re-
designation as urban reserves at least until the year 2060.

In conjunction with the appropriate county, cities and service districts, develop concept plans
for urban reserves prior to their addition to the UGB to:

a. Help achieve livable communities.

b. Identify the city or cities that will likely annex the area after it is added to the UGB.

C. Identify the city or cities or the service districts that will likely provide services to the
area after it is added to the UGB.

d. Determine the general urban land uses and prospective components of the regional
system of parks, natural areas, open spaces, fish and wildlife habitats, trails and
greenways.

Twenty years after the initial designation of the reserves, in conjunction with Clackamas,
Multnomah and Washington Counties, review the designated urban and rural reserves for
effectiveness, sufficiency and appropriateness.



Policy 1.9 Urban Growth Boundary

19.1

19.2

193

194

1.9.5

1.9.6

1.9.7

1.9.8

1.9.9

1.9.10

1.9.11

It is the policy of the Metro Council to:

Establish and maintain an urban growth boundary to limit urbanization of rural land and
facilitate the development of a compact urban form.

Consider expansion of the UGB only after having taken all reasonable measures to use land
within the UGB efficiently.

Expand the UGB, when necessary, from land designated Urban Reserves unless they cannot
reasonably accommodate the demonstrated need to expand.

Not to expand the UGB onto lands designated Rural Reserves at least until the year 2060.
Consult appropriate Neighbor Cities prior to addition of land to the UGB in their vicinity.

Add land to the UGB only after concept planning has been completed for the land by the
responsible local governments in collaboration with Metro unless participants cannot agree on

the plan.

Provide the following procedures for expansion of the UGB:

a. A process for minor revisions

b. A complete and comprehensive process associated with the analysis of the capacity of
the UGB required periodically of Metro by state planning laws

C. A process available for expansion to accommodate non-residential needs between the
state-required capacity analyses

d. An accelerated process for addition of land to accommodate an immediate need for

industrial capacity.

Use natural or built features, whenever practical, to ensure a clear transition from rural to urban
land use.

Ensure that expansion of the UGB enhances the roles of Centers, Corridors and Main Streets.

Determine whether the types, mix and wages of existing and potential jobs within subareas
justifies an expansion in a particular area.

Conduct an inventory of significant fish and wildlife habitat that would be affected by addition
of land, and consider the effects of urbanization of the land on the habitat and measures to
reduce adverse effects, prior to a decision on the proposed addition.



1.9.12 Use the choice of land to include within the UGB as an opportunity to seek agreement with
landowners to devote a portion of residential capacity to needed workforce housing as determined by
the Urban Growth Report adopted as part of the UGB expansion process.

1.9.13 Prepare a report on the effect of the proposed amendment on existing residential
neighborhoods prior to approving any amendment or amendments of the urban growth boundary in
excess of 100 acres and send the report to all households within one mile of the proposed UGB
amendment area and to all cities and counties within the district. The report shall address:

a. Traffic patterns and any resulting increase in traffic congestion, commute times and air
quality.

b. Whether parks and open space protection in the area to be added will benefit existing
residents of the district as well as future residents of the added territory.

c. The cost impacts on existing residents of providing needed public services and public
infrastructure to the area to be added.

Policy 1.11 Neighbor Cities
It is the policy of the Metro Council to:

1.11.1 Coordinate concept planning of Urban Reserves with Neighbor Cities Sandy, Canby, Estacada,
Barlow, North Plains and Banks to minimize the generation of new automobile trips between
Neighbor Cities and the Metro UGB by seeking appropriate ratios of dwelling units and jobs
within the Metro UGB and in Neighbor Cities.

1.11.2 Pursue agreements with Neighbor Cities, Clackamas and Washington Counties and the Oregon
Department of Transportation to establish “green corridors” along state highways that link
Neighbor Cities with cities inside the Metro UGB in order to maintain a rural separation between
cities, to protect the civic identities of Neighbor Cities, and to protect the capacity of those
highways to move people and freight between the cities.

Policy 1.12 Protection of Agriculture and Forest Resource Lands
Repeal



Exhibit C to Ordinance No. 10-1238

TITLE 5: NEIGHBOR CITIES 1s repealed.
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DRAFT 12

April 29, 2010
Exhibit D to Odinance No. 10-1238

TITLE 11: PLANNI NG FOR NEW URBAN AREAS

3.07. 1105 Purpose and I ntent

The Regi onal Framework Plan calls for |ong-range planning to
ensure that areas brought into the UG are urbanized efficiently
and becone or contribute to m xed-use, wal kable, transit-
friendly communities. It is the purpose of Title 11 to guide such
| ong-range planning for urban reserves and areas added to the
UGB. It is also the purpose of Title 11 to provide interim
protection for areas added to the UG until city or county
amendnents to | and use regulations to all ow urbani zati on becone
applicable to the areas.

3.07.1110 Pl anning for Areas Designated U ban Reserve

A. The county responsible for | and use planning for an urban
reserve and any city likely to provide governance or an urban
service for the area, shall, in conjunction with Metro and
appropriate service districts, develop a concept plan for the
urban reserve prior to its addition to the UG pursuant to Metro
Code 3.01.015 and 3.01.020. The date for conpletion of a concept
pl an and the area of urban reserves to be planned wll be
jointly determ ned by Metro and the county and city or cities.

B. A concept plan shall achieve, or contribute to the
achi evenent of, the follow ng outcones:

1. If the plan proposes a m x of residential and
enpl oynment uses:

a. Amx and intensity of uses that will make
efficient use of the public systens and
facilities described in subsection C

b. A devel opnent pattern that supports pedestrian
and bicycle travel to retail, professional and
civic services,;

c. Opportunities for a range of needed housing

types;



d. Sufficient enploynent opportunities to support a
heal t hy econony, including, for proposed
enpl oynment areas, lands with characteristics,
such as proximty to transportation facilities,
needed by enpl oyers;

e. Wl | -connected systens of streets, bikeways,
parks and ot her public open spaces, natural
areas, recreation trails and public transit;

f. Protection of natural ecol ogical systens and
i nportant natural |andscape features;

g. Avoi dance or m nim zation of adverse effects on
farmand forest practices and inportant natural
| andscape features on nearby rural |ands; or

2. If the plan involves fewer than 100 acres or proposes
to accommopdate only residential or enpl oynent needs,
depending on the need to be accomdat ed:

a. Opportunities for a range of needed housing
types;

b. Sufficient enploynent opportunities to support a
heal t hy econony, including, for proposed
enpl oynent areas, lands wth characteristics,
such as proximty to transportation facilities,
needed by enpl oyers;

c. Wl | -connected systens of streets, bikeways,
pedestrian ways, parks, natural areas, recreation
trails;

d. Protection of natural ecol ogical systens and
i nportant natural | andscape features;

e. Avoi dance or mnim zation of adverse effects on
farmand forest practices and inportant natural
| andscape features on nearby rural |ands.

C. A concept plan shall:

1. Show t he general |ocations of any residential, comrercial,
industrial, institutional and public uses proposed for the area
with sufficient detail to allow estimates of the cost of the
public systens and facilities described in paragraph 2;

2. For proposed sewer, water and stormwater systens and
transportation facilities, provide the foll ow ng:

a. The general |ocations of proposed sewer, water and storm
wat er systens;



b. The node, function and general |ocation of any proposed
state transportation facilities, arterial facilities,
regional transit facilities and freight internoda
facilities;

c. The proposed connections of these systens and facilities,

if any, to existing systens—wthinthe UB-andto-nearby
ur-ban—reserves;

d. Prelimnary estimates of the costs of the systens and
facilities in sufficient detail to determne feasibility
and all ow cost conparisons with other areas;

e. Proposed nethods to finance the systens and facilities; and

f. Consideration for protection of the capacity, function and
safe operation of state highway interchanges, including
exi sting and pl anned i nterchanges and pl anned i nprovenents
to i nterchanges.

3.1f the area subject to the concept plan calls for designation
of land for industrial use, include an assessnent of
opportunities to create and protect parcels 50 acres or |arger
and to cluster uses that benefit fromproximty to one another;

4. Show water quality resource areas, flood managenent areas and
habi tat conservation areas that will be subject to performance
standards under Titles 3 and 13 of the Urban G owt h Managenent
Functional Pl an;

5. Be coordinated with the conprehensive plans and | and use
regul ations that apply to nearby |ands already within the UGB

6. Include an agreenent between or anong the county and the
city or cities and service districts that prelimnarily
identifies which city, cities or districts will likely be the

provi ders of urban services, as defined at ORS 195.065(4), when
the area i s urbanized;

7. Include an agreenent between or anong the county and the
city or cities that prelimnarily identifies the | ocal
government responsi bl e for conprehensive planning of the area,
and the city or cities that will have authority to annex the
area, or portions of it, following addition to the UGB

8. Provide that an area added to the UGB nust be annexed to a
city prior to, or simultaneously with, application of city |and

3



use regulations to the area intended to conply with subsection C
of section 3.07.1120; and

9. Be coordinated with schools districts.
D. Concept plans shall guide, but not bind:

1. The designation of 2040 Growth Concept design types by the
Metro Counci |

2. Conditions in the Metro ordi nance that adds the area to the
UGB; or

3. Anendnents to city or county conprehensive plans or |and
use regul ations followi ng addition of the area to the UGB

E. I f the | ocal governnments responsible for conpletion of a
| concept plan under this section fail are unable to reach
agreenent on a concept plan by the date set under subsection A,
then the Metro Council may nonethel ess add the area to the UGB

I I . . Rt
governments—i f necessary to fulfill its responsibility under ORS
197.299 to ensure the UGB has sufficient capacity to acconmodate
forecasted grow h. Failureof the Mtroconcept—planto—conphy
ol e | : I Lud it oy
%M%‘ 0

3.07.1120 Planning for Areas Added to the UGB

A. The county or city responsible for conprehensive planning
of an area, as specified by the intergovernnental agreenent
adopt ed pursuant to 3.07.1110C(7)or the ordinance that
added the area to the UGE, shall adopt conprehensive plan
provi sions and | and use regul ations for the area to address
the requirenents of subsection C by the date specified by
the ordi nance or by Metro Code 3.01.040(b)(4).

B. If the concept plan devel oped for the area pursuant to
Section 3.07.1110 assigns planning responsibility to nore
than one city or county, the responsible | ocal governnents
shal |l provide for concurrent consideration and adopti on of
proposed conprehensive plan provisions unless the ordi nance
addi ng the area to the UGB provides ot herw se.

C. Conprehensive plan provisions for the area shall incl ude:

1. Specific plan designation boundaries derived from and
generally consistent wth the boundaries of design type



desi gnations assigned by the Metro Council in the ordinance
adding the area to the UGB

2. Provision for annexation to a city and to any necessary
service districts prior to, or simultaneously with, application
of city land use regulations intended to conply with this
subsecti on;

3. Provisions that ensure zoned capacity for the nunber and
types of housing units, if any, specified by the Metro Counci
pursuant to Metro Code 3.01.040(b)(2);

4. Provision for affordable housing consistent with Title 7 of
the Urban Growt h Managenent Functional Plan if the conprehensive
pl an aut horizes housing in any part of the area;

5. Provision for the anmount of |and and inprovenents needed, if
any, for public school facilities sufficient to serve the area
added to the UG in coordination with affected school districts;

6. A conceptual street plan that identifies internal street
connections and connections to adjacent urban areas to inprove
| ocal access and inprove the integrity of the regional street
system For areas that allow residential or m xed-use

devel opnent, the plan shall neet the standards for street
connections in the Regional Transportation Functional Plan; and

7. Provision for the financing of |local and state public
facilities and services.

8. A strategy for protection of the capacity and function of
state highway interchanges, including existing and pl anned
i nt erchanges and pl anned i nprovenents to interchanges.

D. The county or city responsi ble for conprehensive pl anning
of an area shall submt a determnation of the residential
capacity of any area zoned to allow dwelling units, using the
method in Section 3.07.120,to Metro within 30 days after
adoption of new | and use regul ations for the area.

3.07.1130 InterimProtection of Areas Added to the UGB

Until land use regulations that conply with section 3.07.1120
becone applicable to the area, the city or county responsible
for planning the area added to the UGB shall not adopt or
approve:



A A land use regul ation or zoning map anmendnent that all ows
hi gher residential density in the area than all owed by
regul ations in effect at the tine of addition of the area
to the UGB

B. A land use regul ation or zoning map anmendnent that all ows
commercial or industrial uses not allowed under regul ations
in effect at the tinme of addition of the area to the UGB

C. A land division or partition that would result in creation
of a lot or parcel less than 20 acres in size, except for
public facilities and services as defined in Metro Code
section 3.01.010, or for a new public school;

D. In an area designated by the Metro Council in the ordinance
adding the area to the UGB as Regionally Significant
| ndustrial Area:

1. A conmercial use that is not accessory to industrial
uses in the area; and

2. A school, a church, a park or any other institutional
or community service use intended to serve people who do
not work or reside in the area.

3.07.1140 Applicability

Section 3.07.1110 becones applicable on March 31, 2011
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Date: May 5, 2010

To: JPACT, MPAC and interested parties

From: Kim Ellis, Principal Transportation Planner

Re: RTP Adoption Package - Ordinance No. 10-1241 and Resolution No. 10-4150
BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

The region is in the final adoption phase for the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). A third and final 45-
day public comment opportunity began on March 22 and ends on May 6, 2010. MTAC will be asked to
make a recommendation to MPAC on May 19. TPAC will be asked to make a recommendation to JPACT
on May 28.

ACTION REQUESTED
e MPAC and JPACT action on Ordinance No. 10-1241 is scheduled for May 26 and June 10, 2010,
respectively.

e JPACT action on Resolution No. 10-4150 is scheduled for June 10, 2010.
OVERVIEW OF ORDINANCE NO. 10-1241 (attached for your information)

* ORDINANCE AND STAFF REPORT (Attachment 1 to the staff report summarizes comments received
and recommendations for amendments to Exhibits A through E; an updated Attachment 1 that
summarizes all comments and recommended changes will be provided at the meeting. Attachment
2 is a full public comment report that documents comments received during the most recent
public comment period; this attachment will be provided at the meeting.)

e EXHIBITS A - D (Draft 2035 Regional Transportation Plan, Appendices (project list) and related
modal plans) - These exhibits include the draft 2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and project
list, Regional Transportation System Management and Operations Plan (TSMO), Regional Freight
Plan, and High Capacity Transit Plan Summary Report.

¢ EXHIBIT E (Draft Regional Transportation Functional Plan) — This exhibit codifies existing and new
requirements that local plans must comply with to be consistent with the RTP. The exhibit has been
the focus of public comments received to date, and includes recommended changes as documented
in Attachment 1 to the staff report. An updated exhibit that incorporates all recommended changes
will be provided at the meeting.

¢ EXHIBIT F (Repeal of Regional Parking Policy) — This exhibit repeals Title 2 of the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan. Regional parking policies are now included in Title 4 of the Regional
Transportation Functional Plan.

¢ EXHIBIT G (Amendments to Chapter 2 of the Regional Framework Plan) — This exhibit amends the
existing Chapter 2 of the Regional Framework Plan with the new goals and objectives included in
Chapter 2 of the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan.
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¢ EXHIBIT H (Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law) — This exhibit includes legal findings that
demonstrate consistency of the RTP with state and regional requirements. This exhibit is under

development.

OVERVIEW OF RESOLUTION NO. 10-4150 (attached for your information)

e RESOLUTION AND STAFF REPORT

* EXHIBIT A (Air Quality conformity Determination for the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan and
2010-2013 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program) - This exhibit demonstrates that
the financially constrained system of the 2035 RTP and the timing and design of projects included in
the 2010-2013 MTIP meet state and federal air quality requirements.

NEXT STEPS

A summary of upcoming milestones and advisory committee discussions and actions is provided for

reference.

March 22 — May 6, 2010
May 6, 2010

May 12, 2010

May 13, 2010

May 19, 2010
May 26, 2010
May 28, 2010

June 10, 2010
June 15, 2010

Final RTP public comment period

Public hearing at 5 p.m. at Metro; public comment period ends at
midnight

MPAC briefing on 2035 RTP legislation

JPACT briefing on 2035 RTP legislation
Oregon Transportation Commission briefing on 2035 RTP
MTAC final recommendation on 2035 RTP

MPAC final recommendation on 2035 RTP
TPAC final recommendation on air quality conformity and 2035 RTP

JPACT and the Metro Council final action on RTP

RTP and findings submitted to the Land Conservation and Development
Commission in the manner of periodic review for approval

Joint 2035 RTP and 2010-13 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement
Program (MTIP) air quality conformity determination and findings
submitted to U.S. DOT for review and approval



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE 2004 ) Ordinance No. 10-1241

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN TO )

COMPLY WITH STATE LAW; TO ADD THE ) Introduced by Chief Operating Officer
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS ) Michael Jordan with the Concurrence of
MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS ACTION Council President David Bragdon

PLAN, THE REGIONAL FREIGHT PLAN AND THE
HIGH CAPACITY TRANSIT SYSTEM PLAN; TO
AMEND THE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION
FUNCTIONAL PLAN AND ADD IT TO THE
METRO CODE;TO AMEND THE REGIONAL
FRAMEWORK PLAN; AND TO AMEND THE
URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL
PLAN

WHEREAS, federal and state law require Metro to adopt a transportation plan for the region and
to revise it at least every four years to keep it up to date; and

WHEREAS, Phase 1 of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) update focused on development
of the federally-recognized metropolitan plan (“Federal Component”) for the Portland metropolitan
region that serves as the threshold for all federal transportation funding in the region; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council adopted the federal component of the 2035 RTP by Resolution
No. 07-3831B (For the Purpose of Approving the Federal Component of the 2035 Regional
Transportation Plan Update, Pending Air Quality Conformity Analysis) on December 13, 2007, deferring
adoption of the state component (required by state law) in order to address outstanding issues identified
during development of the federal component; and

WHEREAS, the U.S. Department of Transportation approved the federal component of the
2035 RTP on March 5, 2008; and

WHEREAS, Phase 2 of the RTP focused on development of the state component of the
2035 RTP; and

WHEREAS, OAR 660-012-0016 directs coordination of the federally-required regional
transportation plan with regional transportation system plans such that the state component of the 2035
RTP must be adopted within one year of the federal component or within a timeline and work program
approved by the Land Conservation and Development Commission (“LCDC”); and

WHEREAS, on May 1, 2008, the LCDC accepted the RTP into the periodic review process and
approved the work program and timeline for the state component of the RTP, which called for completing
the RTP by December 2009, pending final review and analysis for air quality conformance; and

WHEREAS, the RTP is a central tool for implementing the 2040 Growth Concept and is part of,
and must be consistent with, Metro’s Regional Framework Plan; and

WHEREAS, the state component of the 2035 RTP is intended to serve as the regional
transportation system plan under statewide planning Goal 12 and the state Transportation Planning Rule,
and must be consistent with those laws; and
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WHEREAS, the RTP must be consistent with other statewide planning goals and the state
transportation system plan as contained in the Oregon Transportation Plan and its several components;
and

WHEREAS, central to the 2035 RTP is an overall emphasis on outcomes, system completeness
and measurable performance to hold the region accountable for making progress toward the region’s
desired outcomes and state goals for reductions in vehicle miles traveled and corresponding greenhouse
gas emissions; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council accepted elements of the Regional High Capacity Transit System
Plan by Resolution No. 09-4052 (For the Purpose of Accepting the Regional High Capacity Transit
System Tiers and Corridors, System Expansion Policy Framework and Policy Amendments) on
July 9, 2009, for addition to the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council accepted the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan (“RTP”) and
related elements by Resolution No. 09-4099 (For the Purpose of Accepting the Draft 2035 Regional
Transportation Plan, With the Following Elements, For Final Review and Analysis For Air Quality
Conformance: The Transportation System Management and Operations Plan; The Regional Freight Plan;
The High Capacity Transit System Plan; and The Regional Transportation Functional Plan) on December
17, 2009; and

WHEREAS, a third and final 45-day public comment period on the 2035 RTP was provided from
March 22 to May 6, 2010; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council, the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation
(“JPACT?”), the Metro Policy Advisory Committee (“MPAC”), the Metro Technical Advisory Committee
(“MTAC”), the Transportation Policy Advisory Committee (“TPAC”), the Regional Travel Options
(“RTO”) subcommittee of TPAC, the Intelligent Transportation Systems (“ITS”) Subcommittee of
TPAC, the Regional Freight and Goods Movement Technical Advisory Committee, the Bi-State
Coordination Committee, the Regional Freight and Goods Movement Task Force, the Regional
Transportation Coordinating Council (“RTCC”), the Federal Highway Administration and the Federal
Transit Administration, and other elected officials, representatives of business, environmental and
transportation organizations from the Portland-Vancouver metropolitan area assisted in the development
of the federal and state components of the 2035 RTP and provided comment on the RTP throughout the
planning process; and

WHEREAS, JPACT and MPAC have recommended approval of the state component of the 2035
RTP by the Council; now, therefore,

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

1. The 2004 Regional Transportation Plan is hereby amended to become the 2035 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP), as indicated in Exhibit A and Appendices, attached and incorporated
into this ordinance.

2. The Regional Transportation Systems Management and Operations Action Plan in Exhibit B,
attached and incorporated into this ordinance, is hereby adopted as a component of the 2035
Regional Transportation Plan.

3. The Regional Freight Plan in Exhibit C, attached and incorporated into this ordinance, is hereby
adopted as a component of the 2035 RTP.
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4. The High Capacity Transit System Plan in Exhibit D, attached and incorporated into this
ordinance, is hereby adopted as a component of the 2035 RTP.

5. The Regional Transportation Function Plan (“RTFP”), contained in section 6.4 of the 2004 RTP,
is hereby amended as indicated in Exhibit E, attached and incorporated into this ordinance, and
added to the Metro Code as Chapter 3.08.

6. Title 2 (Regional Parking Policy) of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan is hereby
repealed as indicated in Exhibit F, attached, and is incorporated into the RTFP, as indicated in
Exhibit E.

7. Chapter 2 (Transportation) of Metro’s Regional Framework Plan is hereby amended, as indicated
in Exhibit G, attached and incorporated into this ordinance, to reflect the new transportation
policies in the 2035 RTP in Exhibit A.

8. The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in Exhibit H, attached and incorporated into this
ordinance, explain how these amendments comply with the Regional Framework Plan, statewide
planning laws and the Oregon Transportation Plan and its applicable components.

9. Staff is directed to submit this ordinance and exhibits to the Land Conservation and Development
Commission (LCDC) in the manner of periodic review.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 10th day of June, 2010.

David Bragdon, Council President

Attest: Approved as to form:

Anthony Andersen, Recording Secretary Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney
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Final draft plan

Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 10-1241

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
Final draft plan

March 2010
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
Final draft plan

March 2010
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REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION
SYSTEM MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS

2010 — 2020

Final draft plan

March 2010
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REGIONAL FREIGHT PLAN

2035

Final draft plan

March 2010
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REGIONAL HIGH CAPACITY TRANSIT SYSTEM PLAN

2035

Summary report

March 22, 2010
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Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 10-1241

CHAPTER 3.08

PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION FUNCTIONAL PLAN
Version 3.0 (with proposed amendments incorporated)

4/28/10

NOTE: This draft document codifies current regional
transportation functional plan language and additional
functional plan provisions to direct how city and county plans

will

implement new RTP policies and implementation actions.

SECTIONS

3.08.010

TITLE 1:
.08.110
.08.120
.08.130
.08.140
.08.150
.08.160

WWwwww

TITLE 2:
3.08.210
3.08.220
3.08.230

TITLE 3:
3.08.310

TITLE 4:
3.08.410

TITLE 5:
3.08.510
TITLE 6:
3.08.610
3.08.620
3.08.630
TITLE 7:
3.08.710

TITLE
Purpose of Regional Transportation Functional Plan

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM DESIGN

Street System Design

Transit System Design

Pedestrian System Design

Bicycle System Design

Freight System Design

Transportation System Management and Operations

DEVELOPMENT AND UPDATE OF TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLANS
Transportation Needs

Transportation Solutions

Performance Targets and Standards

TRANSPORTATION PROJECT DEVELOPMENT
Defining Projects iIn Transportation System Plans

REGIONAL PARKING MANAGEMENT
Parking Management

AMENDMENT OF COMPREHENSIVE PLANS
Amendments of City and County Comprehensive and
Transportation System Plans

COMPLIANCE PROCEDURES

Metro Review of Amendments to Transportation System
Plans

Extension of Compliance Deadline

Exception from Compliance

DEFINITIONS
Definitions
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CHAPTER 3.08

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION FUNCTIONAL PLAN

SECTIONS TITLE

3.08.010 Purpose of Regional Transportation Functional Plan

A.

The Regional Transportation Functional Plan (RTFP)
implements those policies of the Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP) and its constituent freight, high-capacity
transit and transportation system management and operations
plans which cities and counties of the region will carry
out i1n their comprehensive plans, transportation system
plans (TSPs), other land use regulations and transportation
project development. The principal objectives of the RTP
are improved public health, safety and security for all;
attraction of jobs and housing to downtowns, main streets,
corridors and employment areas, creating vibrant, livable
communities, sustaining the region®s economic
competitiveness and prosperity; efficient management to
maximize use of the existing transportation system;
completion of the transportation system for all modes of
travel to expand transportation choices; increasing use of
the transit, pedestrian and bicycle systems; ensuring
equity and affordable transportation choices; improving
freight reliability; reducing vehicle miles traveled and
resulting emissions; and promoting environmental and
fiscal stewardship.

The RTFP i1s intended to be consistent with federal law that
applies to Metro in i1ts role as a metropolitan planning
organization, the Oregon Transportation Plan, and Statewide
Planning Goal 12 (Transportation) and its Transportation
Planning Rule (TPR). [If a TSP is consistent with this
RTFP, Metro shall deem i1t consistent with the RTP.

TITLE 1: TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM DESIGN

3.08.110 Street System Design

A.

To ensure that new street construction and re-construction
projects are designed to improve safety, support adjacent
land use and balance the needs of all users, including
bicyclists, transit vehicles, motorists, freight delivery
vehicles and pedestrians of all ages and abilities, city
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and county street design regulations shall allow
implementation of:

1.

Complete street designs as set forth iIn Creating
Livable Streets: Street Design Guidelines for 2040 (2"°
Edition, 2002), or similar resources consistent with
regional street design policies;

Green street designs as set forth in Green Streets:
Innovative Solutions for Stormwater and Street
Crossings (2002) and Trees for Green Streets: An
Il1lustrated Guide (2002) or similar resources
consistent with federal regulations for stream
protection; and

Transit-supportive street designs that facilitate
existing and planned transit service pursuant
subsection 3.08.120B.

City and county local street design regulations shall allow
implementation of:

1.

Pavement widths of less than 28 feet from curb-face to
curb-face;

Sidewalk widths that include at least five feet of
pedestrian through zones;

Landscaped pedestrian buffer strips, or paved
furnishing zones of at least Tive feet, that include
street trees;

Traffic calming devices, such as speed bumps and
cushions, woonerfs and chicanes, to discourage traffic
infiltration and excessive speeds;

Short and direct right-of-way routes and shared-use
paths to connect residences with commercial services,
parks, schools, hospitals, iInstitutions, transit
corridors, regional trails and other neighborhood
activity centers; and

Opportunities to extend streets iIn an incremental

fashion, including posted notification on streets to
be extended.
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To provide a well-connected network of streets for local
circulation and preserve the capacity of the region’s
principal arterials for through trips, each city and county
shall amend its TSP, if necessary, to comply with the
requirements set forth in subsections D through G of this
section.

To improve connectivity of the region’s arterial system and
support walking, bicycling and access to transit, each city
and county shall incorporate into its TSP, to the extent
praticable, a network of four-lane major arterial streets
at one-mile spacing and two-lane minor arterial streets or
collector streets at half-mile spacing considering the
following:

1. Existing topography;

2. Rail lines;

3. Freeways;

4. Pre-existing development;

5. Leases, easements or covenants iIn place prior to May

1, 1995; and

6. The requirements of Titles 3 and 13 of the Urban
Growth Management Functional Plan (UGMFP).

7. Best practices and designs as set forth In Green
Streets: Innovative Solutions for Stormwater, Street
Crossings (2002) and Trees for Green Streets: An
Il1lustrated Guide (2002), Creating Livable Streets:
Street Design Guidelines for 2040 (2nd Edition, 2002),
and state or locally-adopted plans and best practices
for protecting natural resources and natural areas.

To improve local access and circulation, and preserve
capacity on the region’s arterial system, each city and
county shall incorporate into its TSP a conceptual map of
new streets for all contiguous areas of vacant and re-
developable lots and parcels of five or more acres that are
zoned to allow residential or mixed-use development. The
map shall i1dentify street connections to adjacent areas to
promote a logical, direct and connected system of streets
and should demonstrate opportunities to extend and connect
new streets to existing streets, provide direct public
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right-of-way routes and limit closed-end street designs
consistent with subsection F.

IT proposed residential or mixed-use development involves
construction of a new street, the city and county
regulations shall require the applicant to provide a site
plan that:

1. Is consistent with the conceptual new streets map
required by subsection E;

2. Provides full street connections with spacing of no
more than 530 feet between connections, except if
prevented by barriers such as topography, rail lines,
freeways, pre-existing development, leases, easements
or covenants that existed prior to May 1, 1995, or by
requirements of Titles 3 and 13 of the UGMFP;

3. IT streets must cross water features protected
pursuant to Title 3 UGMFP, provides a crossing every
800 to 1,200 feet unless habitat quality or the length
of the crossing prevents a full street connection;

4. IT full street connection is prevented, provides
bicycle and pedestrian accessways on public easements
or rights-of-way spaced such that accessways are not
more than 330 feet apart, unless not possible for the
reasons set forth in paragraph 3;

5. Provides for bike and pedestrian accessways that cross
water features identified pursuant to Title 3 of the
UGMFP at an average of 530 feet between accessways
unless habitat quality or the length of the crossing
prevents a connection;

6. IT full street connection over water features
identified pursuant to Title 3 of the UGMFP cannot be
constructed iIn centers as defined iIn Title 6 of the
UGMFP or Main Streets shown on the 2040 Growth Concept
Map, or 1T spacing of full street connections exceeds
1,200 feet, provides bike and pedestrian crossings at
an average of 530 feet between accessways unless
habitat quality or the length of the crossing prevents
a connection;

7. Limits cul-de-sac designs or other closed-end street
designs to circumstances in which barriers prevent
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Tfull street extensions and limits the length of such
streets to 200 feet and the number of dwellings along
the street to no more than 25; and

8. Provides street cross-sections showing dimensions of
right-of-way improvements and posted or expected speed
limits.

For redevelopment of contiguous lots and parcels less than
five acres iIn size that require construction of new
streets, cities and counties shall establish their own
standards for local street connectivity, consistent with
subsection F.

To protect the capacity, function and safe operation of
existing and planned state highway interchanges, or planned
improvements to interchanges, cities and counties shall, to
the extent feasible, restrict driveway and street access iIn
the vicinity of interchange ramp terminals consistent with
Oregon Highway Plan Access Management Standards and
accommodate local circulation on the local system to
improve safety and minimize congestion and conflicts iIn the
interchange area. Public street connections, consistent
with regional street design and spacing standards in
Section 3.08.110, shall be encouraged and shall supercede
this access restriction, though such access may be limited
to right-in/right-out or other appropriate configuration iIn
the vicinity of interchange ramp terminals. Multimodal
street design features including pedestrian crossings and
on-street parking shall be allowed where appropriate.

120 Transit System Design

City and county TSPs or other appropriate regulations shall
include i1nvestments, policies, standards and criteria to
provide pedestrian and bicycle connections to all transit
stops where regional transit service exists at the time of
TSP development or update and all existing or planned
Station Communities.

City and county TSPs shall include a transit plan, and
implementing land use regulations, with the following
elements to leverage the region’s Investment in transit and
improve access to the transit system:

1. A transit system map consistent with the transit
functional classifications shown in Figure 2.15 of the
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RTP that shows the locations of major transit stops,
transit centers, high capacity transit stations,
regional bicycle transit facilities, iInter-city bus
and rail passenger terminals designated in the RTP,
transit-priority treatments such as signals, regional
bicycle transit facilities, park-and-ride facilities,
and bicycle and pedestrian routes, consistent with
sections 3.08.130 and 3.08.140, between essential
destinations and transit stops.

The following site design standards for new retail,
office, multi-family and institutional buildings
located near or at major transit stops shown iIn Figure
2.15 in the RTP:

a. Provide reasonably direct pedestrian connections
between transit stops and building entrances and
between building entrances and streets adjoining
transit stops;

b. Provide safe, direct and logical pedestrian
crossings at all transit stops and make
intersection and mid-block traffic management
improvements as needed to enable marked crossings
at major transit stops;

C. At major transit stops, require the following:

Locate buildings within 20 feet of the transit
stop, a transit street or an iIntersecting
street, or a pedestrian plaza at the stop or a
street intersection;

Transit passenger landing pads accessible to
disabled persons to transit agency standards;
An easement or dedication for a passenger
shelter and an underground utility connection
to a major transit stop 1T requested by the
public transit provider; and

1Iv. Lighting to transit agency standards at the
major transit stop.

Providers of public transit service shall consider and
document the needs of youth, seniors, people with
disabilities and environmental justice populations,

including minorities and low-income families, when planning

levels of service, transit facilities and hours of
operation.
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3.08.130 Pedestrian System Design

A.

City and county TSPs shall include a pedestrian plan, with
implementing land use regulations, for an interconnected
network of pedestrian routes within and through the city or
county. The plan shall include:

1. An inventory of existing fTacilities that identifies
gaps and deficiencies In the pedestrian system;

2. An evaluation of needs for pedestrian access to
transit and essential destinations for all mobility
levels, including direct, comfortable and safe
pedestrian routes.

3. A list of improvements to the pedestrian system that
will help the city or county achieve the regional non-
SOV modal targets in Table 3.08-1 and other targets
established pursuant to section 3.08.230;

4. Provision for sidewalks along arterials, collectors
and most local streets, except that sidewalks are not
required along controlled roadways, such as freeways;
and

5. Provision for safe crossings of streets and controlled
pedestrian crossings on major arterials.

To support transit, a city or county may implement the
provisions of section 3.08.120B(2) by establishment of a
pedestrian district in i1ts comprehensive plan or land use
regulations with the following elements:

1. A connected street and pedestrian network for the
district;
2. An i1nventory of existing facilities, gaps and

deficiencies iIn the network of pedestrian routes;

3. Interconnection of pedestrian, transit and bicycle
systems;

4. Parking management strategies;

5. Access management strategies;
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6. Sidewalk and accessway location and width;

7. Landscaped or paved pedestrian buffer strip location
and width;

8. Street tree location and spacing;

9. Pedestrian street crossing and intersection design;

10. Street lighting and furniture for pedestrians; and

11. A mix of types and densities of land uses that will
support a high level of pedestrian activity.

City and county land use regulations shall ensure that new
development provides on-site streets and accessways that
offer reasonably direct routes for pedestrian travel.

140 Bicycle System Design

City and county TSPs shall include a bicycle plan, with

implementing land use regulations, for an interconnected
network of bicycle routes within and through the city or
county. The plan shall include:

1. An inventory of existing fTacilities that identifies
gaps and deficiencies iIn the bicycle system;
2. An evaluation of needs for bicycle access to transit

and essential destinations, including direct,
comfortable and safe bicycle routes and secure bicycle
parking, considering TriMet Bicycle Parking
Guidelines.

3. A list of improvements to the bicycle system that will
help the city or county achieve the regional non-SOV
modal targets in Table 3.08-1 and other targets
established pursuant to section 3.08.230;

4. Provision for bikeways along arterials, major
collectors and nearby parallel routes, and bicycle
parking in centers, at major transit stops shown iIn
Figure 2.15 in the RTP, park-and-ride lots and
associated with institutional uses; and

5. Provision for safe crossing of streets and controlled
bicycle crossings on major arterials.
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3.08.150 Freight System Design

A. City and county TSPs shall include a freight plan, with
implementing land use regulations, for an interconnected
system of freight networks within and through the city or
county. The plan shall include:

1. An inventory of existing facilities that identifies
gaps and deficiencies in the freight system;

2. An evaluation of freight access to freight intermodal
facilities, employment and industrial areas and
commercial districts; and

3. A list of improvements to the freight system that will
help the city or county increase reliability of
freight movement, reduce freight delay and achieve the
targets established pursuant to section 3.08.230.

3.08.160 Transportation System Management and Operations
A. City and county TSPs shall include transportation system

management and operations (TSMO) plans to improve the
performance of existing transportation infrastructure
within or through the city or county. A TSMO plan shall
include:

1. An inventory and evaluation of existing local and
regional TSMO infrastructure, strategies and programs
that i1dentifies gaps and opportunities to expand
infrastructure, strategies and programs;

2. A list of projects and strategies, consistent with the
Regional TSMO Plan, based upon consideration of the
following functional areas:

a. Multimodal traffic management investments, such
as signal timing, access management, arterial
performance monitoring and active traffic

management;

b. Traveler information investments, such as
forecasted traffic conditions and carpool
matching;

C. Traffic incident management investments, such as

incident response programs; and
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d. Transportation demand management investments,
such as individualized marketing programs,
rideshare programs and employer transportation
programs.

DEVELOPMENT AND UPDATE OF TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLANS

3.08.210 Transportation Needs

A.

Each city and county shall update its TSP to incorporate
regional and state transportation needs identified iIn the
2035 RTP and i1ts own transportation needs. The
determination of local transportation needs shall be based

upon:

1.

System gaps and deficiencies identified iIn the
inventories and analysis of transportation systems
pursuant to Title 1;

Identification of facilities that exceed the
Deficiency Thresholds and Operating Standards in Table
3.08-2 or the alternative thresholds and standards
established pursuant to section 3.08.230;

Consideration and documentation of the needs of youth,
seniors, people with disabilities and environmental
justice populations within the city or county,
including minorities and low-income families.

A city or county determination of transportation needs must
be consistent with the following elements of the RTP:

1.

The population and employment forecast and planning
period of the RTP, except that a city or county may
use an alternative forecast for the city or county,
coordinated with Metro, to account for changes to
comprehensive plan or land use regulations adopted
after adoption of the RTP;

Regional needs identified in the mobility corridor
strategies in Chapter 4 of the RTP;

System maps and functional classifications for street

design, motor vehicles, transit, bicycles, pedestrians
and freight in Chapter 2 of the RTP; and
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Regional non-SOV modal targets in Table 3.08-1 and the
Deficiency Thresholds and Operating Standards in Table
3.08-2.

3.08.220 Transportation Solutions

A.

Each city and county shall consider the following
strategies, In the order listed, to meet the transportation
needs determined pursuant to section 3.08.210 and
performance targets and standards pursuant to section
3.08.230. The city or county shall explain its choice of
one or more of the strategies:

1.

TSMO iInvestments that refine or implement regional
strategies in the RTP;

Transit, bicycle and pedestrian system improvements;
Traffic-calming designs and devices;

Land use strategies in OAR 660-012-0035(2) to help
achieve the thresholds and standards in Tables 3.08-1
and 3.08-2 or alternative thresholds and standards
established pursuant to section 3.08.230;

Improvements to parallel arterials, collectors or
local streets, including pedestrian and bicycle
facilities, consistent with the connectivity standards
in section 3.08.110, in order to provide alternative
routes or encourage use of modes other than SOV; and

Motor vehicle capacity improvements, consistent with
the RTP Arterial and Throughway Network Concept, only
upon a demonstration that other strategies in this
subsection are not appropriate or cannot adequately
address i1dentified transportation needs.

A city or county shall coordinate i1ts consideration of the
strategies iIn subsection A with the owner of the
transportation facility affected by the strategy. Facility
design is subject to the approval of the facility owner.

IT analysis under subsection 3.08.210A indicates an unmet
regional or state need that has not been addressed in the
RTP, the city or county shall propose one of the following
actions:
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1. Propose a project at the time of Metro review of the
RTP to be incorporated into the RTP during the next
RTP update; or

2. Propose an amendment to the RTP for needs and projects
iT the amendment is necessary prior to the next RTP
update.

Upon its conclusion that the strategies in subsection A
would not be feasible to address identified needs, a city
or county shall, iIn coordination with Metro, pursue one or
more of the following strategies:

1. Amend the comprehensive plan or land use regulations
for an area to reduce trips generated by allowed uses;

2. Take an exception to the relevant RTFP requirement
pursuant to section 3.08.630;

3. Change the RTP functional classification of a facility
for any mode in Chapter 2 of the RTP; or

4. Amend the policy in the RTP which the relevant RTFP
requirement implements.

230 Performance Targets and Standards

Each city and county shall demonstrate that solutions
adopted pursuant to section 3.08.220 will achieve progress
toward the targets and standards in Tables 3.08-1 and 3.08-
2 and performance measures iIn subsection D or toward
alternative targets and standards adopted by the city or
county pursuant to subsections B and C. The city or county
shall include the regional targets and standards or its
alternatives iIn its TSP.

A city or county may adopt alternative targets or standards
in place of regional targets and standards prescribed in
subsection A upon a demonstration that the alternatives:

1. Are no lower than those in Table 3.08-1 and Table
3.08-2;

2. Will not result in a need for motor vehicle capacity

improvements that go beyond the planned arterial and
throughway network defined in Figure 2.12 of the RTP
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and that are not recommended in, or are inconsistent
with, the RTP; and

3. Will not increase SOV travel to a degree inconsistent
with the non-SOV modal targets iIn Table 3.08-1.

IT the city or county adopts mobility standards for state
highways different from those in Table 3.08-2, it shall
demonstrate that the standards have been approved by the
Oregon Transportation Commission.

Each city and county shall also include performance
measures for safety, vehicle miles traveled per capita,
freight reliability, congestion, and walking, bicycling and
transit mode shares to evaluate and monitor performance of
the TSP.

To demonstrate progress toward achievement of performance
targets iIn Tables 3.08-1 and 3.08-2 and to maintain
performance of state highways within its jurisdiction as
much as feasible and avoid their further degradation, the
city or county shall adopt the following:

1. Parking minimum and maximum ratios in Centers and
Station Communities consistent with subsection
3.08.410A;

2. Designs for street, transit, bicycle, freight and

pedestrian systems consistent with Title 1;

3. TSMO projects and strategies consistent with section
3.08.160; and

4. Land use actions pursuant to OAR 660-012-0035(2).

TITLE 3: TRANSPORTATION PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

3.08.310 Defining Projects iIn Transportation System Plans

A.

Each city or county developing or amending a TSP shall
specify the general locations and facility parameters, such
as minimum and maximum ROW dimensions and the number and
size of traffic lanes, of planned regional transportation
facilities and improvements i1dentified on the appropriate
RTP map. The locations shall be within the general
location depicted in the appropriate RTP map. Except as
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otherwise provided in the TSP, the general location iIs as
Tfollows:

1. For new facilities, a corridor within 200 feet of the
location depicted on the appropriate RTP map;

2. For interchanges, the general location of the crossing
roadways, without specifying the general location of
connecting ramps;

3. For existing facilities planned for improvements, a
corridor within 50 feet of the existing right-of-way;
and

4. For realignments of existing facilities, a corridor

within 200 feet of the segment to be realigned as
measured from the existing right-of-way depicted on
the appropriate RTP map.

A city or county may refine or revise the general location
of a planned regional facility as it prepares or revises
its TSP. Such revisions may be appropriate to reduce the
impacts of the facility or to comply with comprehensive
plan or statewide planning goals. 1If, iIn developing or
amending its TSP, a city or county determines that the
general location of a planned regional facility or
improvement iIs inconsistent with its comprehensive plan or
a statewide planning goal requirement, it shall:

1. Propose a revision to the general location of the
planned facility or improvement to achieve consistency
and, 1f the revised location lies outside the general
location depicted In the appropriate RTP map, seek an
amendment to the RTP; or

2. Propose a revision to its comprehensive plan to
authorize the planned facility or improvement at the
revised location.

TITLE 4: REGIONAL PARKING MANAGEMENT

3.08.410 Parking Management

A.

Cities and county parking regulations shall set minimums
and maximums as set forth in this section, consistent with
the following:
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1. No minimum ratios higher than those shown on Table
3.08-3.
2. No maximums ratios higher than those shown on Table

3.08-3 and illustrated in the Parking Maximum Map. IFf
20-minute peak hour transit service has become
available to an area within a one-quarter mile walking
distance for bus transit or one-half mile walking
distance from a high capacity transit station, that
area shall be added to Zone A. If 20-minute peak hour
transit service is no longer available to an area
within a one-quarter mile walking distance for bus
transit or one-halft mile walking distance from a high
capacity transit station, that area shall be removed
from Zone A. Cities and counties should designate Zone
A parking ratios iIn areas with good pedestrian access
to commercial or employment areas (within one-third
mile walk) from adjacent residential areas.

Cities and counties may establish a process for variances
from minimum and maximum parking ratios that includes
criteria for a variance.

Free surface parking shall be subject to the regional
parking maximums for Zones A and B in Table 3.08-3.
Following an adopted exemption process and criteria, cities
and counties may exempt parking structures; fleet parking;
vehicle parking for sale, lease, or rent; employee car pool
parking; dedicated valet parking; user-paid parking; market
rate parking; and other high-efficiency parking management
alternatives from maximum parking standards. Reductions
associated with redevelopment may be done iIn phases. Where
mixed-use development is proposed, cities and counties
shall provide for blended parking rates. Cities and
counties may count adjacent on-street parking spaces,
nearby public parking and shared parking toward required
parking minimum standards.

Cities and counties may use categories or standards other
than those in Table 3.08-3 upon demonstration that the
effect will be substantially the same as the application of
the ratios in the table.

Cities and counties shall provide for the designation of

residential parking districts in local comprehensive plans
or implementing ordinances.
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Cities and counties shall require that parking lots more
than three acres iIn size provide street-like features along
major driveways, including curbs, sidewalks and street
trees or planting strips. Major driveways In new
residential and mixed-use areas shall meet the connectivity
standards for full street connections iIn section 3.08.110,
and should line up with surrounding streets except where
prevented by topography, rail lines, freeways, pre-existing
development or leases, easements or covenants that existed
prior to May 1, 1995, or the requirements of Titles 3 and
13 of the UGMFP.

To support local freight delivery activities, cities and
counties shall require on-street freight loading and
unloading areas at appropriate locations in centers.

To encourage the use of bicycles and ensure adequate
bicycle parking for different land uses, cities and
counties shall establish short-term and long-term bicycle
parking minimums for:

1. New multi-family residential developments of four
units or more;

2. New retail, office and institutional developments;

3. Transit centers, high capacity transit stations,
inter-city bus and rail passenger terminals; and

4. Bicycle fTacilities at transit stops and park-and-ride
lots.

Cities and counties shall adopt parking policies,
management plans and regulations for Centers and Station
Communities. The policies, plans and regulations shall be
consistent with subsections A through H. Plans may be
adopted 1In TSPs or other adopted policy documents and may
focus on sub-areas of Centers. Plans shall include an
inventory of parking supply and usage, an evaluation of
bicycle parking needs with consideration of TriMet Bicycle
Parking Guidelines. Policies shall be adopted in the TSP.
Policies, plans and regulations must consider and may
include the following range of strategies:

1. By-right exemptions from minimum parking requirements;
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2. Parking districts;
3. Shared parking;

4. Structured parking;
5. Bicycle parking;

6. Timed parking;

7. Differentiation between employee parking and parking
for customers, visitors and patients;

8. Real-time parking information;
9. Priced parking;

10. Parking enforcement.

TITLE 5: AMENDMENT OF COMPREHENSIVE PLANS

3.08.510 Amendments of City and County Comprehensive and
Transportation System Plans

A. When a city or county proposes to amend its comprehensive
plan or its components, it shall consider the strategies in
subsection 3.08.220A as part of the analysis required by
OAR 660-012-0060.

B. IT a city or county adopts the actions set forth in section
of Title 6 of the UGMFP, it shall be eligible for an
automatic reduction of 30 percent below the vehicular trip
generation rates recommended by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers when analyzing the traffic
impacts, pursuant to OAR 660-012-0060, of a plan amendment
in a Center, Corridor or Station Community.

D. IT a city or county proposes a transportation project that
i1s not included in the RTP and will result iIin a significant
increase In SOV capacity or exceeds the planned function or
capacity of a facility designated in the RTP, it shall
demonstrate consideration of the following as part of its
project analysis:

1. The strategies set forth subsection 3.08.220A;
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2. Complete street designs adopted pursuant to subsection
3.08.110A and as set forth in Creating Livable
Streets: Street Design Guidelines for 2040 (2"
Edition, 2002) or similar resources consistent with
regional street design policies; and

3. Green street designs adopted pursuant to subsection
3.08.110A and as set forth in Green Streets:
Innovative Solutions for Stormwater and Street
Crossings (2002) and Trees for Green Streets: An
Il1lustrated Guide (2002) or similar resources
consistent with federal regulations for stream
protection.

E. IT the city or county decides not to build a project
identified in the RTP, i1t shall identify alternative
projects or strategies to address the i1dentified
transportation need and inform Metro so that Metro can
amend the RTP.

F. This section does not apply to city or county
transportation projects that are financed locally and would
be undertaken on local facilities.

TITLE 6: COMPLIANCE PROCEDURES

3.08.610 Metro Review of Amendments to Transportation System
Plans

A. Cities and counties shall update or amend their TSPs to
comply with the RTFP, or an amendment to it, within two
years after acknowledgement of the RTFP, or an amendment to
it, or by a later date specified in the ordinance that
amends the RTFP. The COO shall notify cities and counties
of the dates by which their TSPs must comply.

B. Cities and counties that update or amend their TSPs after
acknowledgment of the RTFP or an amendment to it, but
before two years following its acknowledgment, shall make
the amendments in compliance with the RTFP or the
amendment. The COO shall notify cities and counties of the
date of acknowledgment of the RTFP or an amendment to it.

C. One year fTollowing acknowledgment of the RTFP or an
amendment to i1t, cities and counties whose TSPs do not yet
comply with the RTFP or the amendment shall make land use
decisions consistent with the RTFP or the amendment. The
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CO0O, at least 120 days before the specified date, shall
notify cities and counties of the date upon which RTFP
requirements become applicable to land use decisions. The
notice shall specify which requirements become applicable
to land use decisions iIn each city and county.

An amendment to a city or county TSP shall be deemed to
comply with the RTFP 1f no appeal to the Land Use Board of
Appeals is made within the 21-day period set forth in ORS
197.830(9), or if an appeal is made and the amendment is
affirmed by the final decision on appeal. Once the
amendment is deemed to comply with the RTFP, the RTFP shall
no longer apply directly to city or county land use
decisions.

An amendment to a city or county TSP shall be deemed to
comply with the RTFP as provided in subsection D only if
the city or county provided notice to the COO as required
by subsection F.

At least 45 days prior to the first public hearing on a
proposed amendment to a TSP, the city or county shall
submit the proposed amendment to the COO. The COO may
request, and 1T so the city or county shall submit, an
analysis of compliance of the amendment with the RTFP.
Within four weeks after receipt of the notice, the COO
shall submit to the city or county a written analysis of
compliance of the proposed amendment with the RTFP,
including recommendations, if any, that would bring the
amendment into compliance with the RTFP. The COO shall
send a copy of i1ts analysis to those persons who have
requested a copy.

IT the COO concludes that the proposed amendment does not
comply with RTFP, the COO shall advise the city or county
that 1t may:

1. Revise the proposed amendment as recommended in the
CO0"s analysis;

2. Seek an extension of time, pursuant to section
3.08.620, to bring the proposed amendment into
compliance;

3. Seek an exception to the requirement, pursuant to
section 3.08.630; or
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4. Seek review of the noncompliance by JPACT and the
Metro Council, pursuant to subsections H and I of this
section.

The city or county may postpone further consideration of
the proposed amendment and seek JPACT review of the CO0’s
analysis under subsection F within 21 days from the date it
received the CO0’s analysis. JPACT shall schedule the
matter for presentations by the city or county and the COO
at the earliest available time. At the conclusion of the
presentations, JPACT, by a majority of a quorum, shall
decide whether i1t agrees or disagrees with the CO0’s
analysis and shall provide a brief written explanation as
soon as practicable.

The city or county may seek review of JPACT’s decision by
the Metro Council within 10 days from the date of JPACT’s
written explanation. The Council shall schedule the matter
for presentations by the city or county and the COO at the
earliest available time. At the conclusion of the
presentations, the Council shall decide whether i1t agrees
or disagrees with JPACT’s decision and shall provide a
brief written explanation as soon as practicable.

A city or county that adopts an amendment to its TSP shall
send a printed or electronic copy of the ordinance making
the amendment to the COO within 14 days after its adoption.

620 Extension of Compliance Deadline

A city or county may seek an extension of time for
compliance with the RTFP by filing an application on a form
provided by the COO. Upon receipt of an application, the
Council President shall set the matter for a public hearing
before the Metro Council and shall notify the city or
county, JPACT, the Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DLCD) and those persons who request
notification of applications for extensions.

The Council shall hold a public hearing to consider the
application. Any person may testify at the hearing. The
Council may grant an extension iIf it finds that:

1. The city or county is making progress toward
compliance with the RTFP; or
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2. There is good cause for failure to meet the compliance
deadline.

The Council may establish terms and conditions for an
extension iIn order to ensure that compliance is achieved in
a timely and orderly fashion and that land use decisions
made by the city or county during the extension do not
undermine the ability of the city or county to achieve the
purposes of the RTFP requirement. A term or condition must
relate to the requirement of the RTFP for which the Council
grants the extension. The Council shall not grant more
than two extensions of time, nor grant an extension of time
for more than one year.

The Council shall issue an order with i1ts conclusion and
analysis and send a copy to the city or county, JPACT, the
DLCD and any person who participated in the proceeding.

The city or county or a person who participated in the
proceeding may seek review of the Council’s order as a land
use decision described in ORS 197.015(10)(a)(A).

.630 Exception from Compliance

A city or county may seek an exception from compliance with
a requirement of the RTFP by filing an application on a
form provided by the COO. Upon receipt of an application,
the Council President shall set the matter for a public
hearing before the Metro Council and shall notify JPACT,
the DLCD and those persons who request notification of
requests for exceptions.

Following the public hearing on the application, the Metro
Council may grant an exception if it finds:

1. It is not possible to achieve the requirement due to
topographic or other physical constraints or an
existing development pattern;

2. This exception and likely similar exceptions will not
render the objective of the requirement unachievable
region-wide;

3. The exception will not reduce the ability of another
city or county to comply with the requirement; and
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4. The city or county has adopted other measures more
appropriate for the city or county to achieve the
intended result of the requirement.

The Council may establish terms and conditions for the
exception In order to ensure that it does not undermine the
ability of the region to achieve the policies of the RTP.

A term or condition must relate to the requirement of the
RTFP to which the Council grants the exception.

The Council shall issue an order with i1ts conclusion and
analysis and send a copy to the city or county, JPACT, the
DLCD and those persons who have requested a copy of the
order. The city or county or a person who participated in
the proceeding may seek review of the Council’s order as a
land use decision described in ORS 197.015(10) (a) (A).-

TITLE 7: DEFINITIONS

3.08.710 Definitions

For the purpose of this functional plan, the following
definitions shall apply:

A.

"Accessibility” means the ease of access and the amount of
time required to reach a given location or service by any
mode of travel.

"Accessway' means right-of-way or easement designed for
public access by bicycles and pedestrians, and may include
emergency vehicle passage.

"Alternative modes™ means alternative methods of travel to
the automobile, including public transportation (light
rail, bus and other forms of public transportation),
bicycles and walking.

“At a major transit stop” means a parcel or ownership which
i1s adjacent to or includes a major transit stop, generally
including portions of such parcels or ownerships that are
within 200 feet of a major transit stop.

"Bikeway' means separated bike paths, striped bike lanes,

or wide outside lanes that accommodate bicycles and motor
vehicles.
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"Boulevard design'™ means a design concept that emphasizes
pedestrian travel, bicycling and the use of public trans-
portation, and accommodates motor vehicle travel.

"Capacity expansion' means constructed or operational
improvements to the regional motor vehicle system that
increase the capacity of the system.

“Chicane” means a movable or permanent barrier used to
create extra turns in a roadway to reduce motor vehicle
speeds or to prevent cars from driving across a pedestrian
or bicycle accessway.

"Connectivity"” means the degree to which the local and
regional street, pedestrian, bicycle, transit and freight
systems In a given area are iInterconnected.

“Complete Streets” means streets that are designed to serve
all modes of travel, including bicycles, freight delivery
vehicles, transit vehicles and pedestrians of all ages and
abilities.

“CO0” means Metro’s Chief Operating Officer or the CO0’s
designee.

"DLCD” means the Oregon state agency under the direction of
the Land Conservation and Development Commission.

“Deficiency” means a capacity, design or operations
constraint that limits, but does not prohibit the ability
to travel by a given mode or meet standards and targets in
Tables 3.08-1 and 3.08-2. Examples of deficiencies include
throughway portions with less than six through lanes of
capacity; arterial portions with less than four through
lanes of capacity; arterial streets with substandard design
features; at-grade rail crossings; height restrictions;
bicycle and pedestrian connections that contain obstacles
(e.g., missing curb ramps); distances greater than 330 feet
between pedestrian crossings; absence of pedestrian
refuges; sidewalks occluded by utility infrastructure; high
traffic volumes; complex traffic environments; transit
overcrowding or schedule unreliability; and high crash
locations.

"Design type'™ means the conceptual areas depicted on the

Metro 2040 Growth Concept Map and described in the RFP
including Central City, Regional Center, Town Center,
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Station Community, Corridor, Main Street, Inner
Neighborhood, Outer Neighborhood, Regionally Significant
Industrial Area, Industrial Area and Employment Area.

“Essential destinations” means hospitals, medical centers,
pharmacies, shopping centers, grocery stores, colleges,
universities, middle schools and high schools, parks and
open spaces, social service centers with more than 200
monthly LIFT pick-ups, employers with more than 1,500
employees, sports and entertainment venues and major
government offices.

"Full street connection” means right-of-way designed for
public access by motor vehicles, pedestrians and bicycles.

“Gap” means a missing link or barrier in the “typical”
urban transportation system for any mode that functionally
prohibits travel where a connection might be expected to
occur in accordance with the system concepts and networks
in Chapter 2 of the RTP. There is a gap when a connection
does not exist. But a gap also exists if a physical
barrier, such as a throughway, natural feature, weight
limits on a bridge or existing development, interrupts a
system connection.

"Growth Concept Map'™ means the conceptual map depicting the
2040 Growth Concept design types described in the RFP.

“High capacity transit” means the ability to bypass traffic
and avoid delay by operating in exclusive or semi-exclusive
rights of way, faster overall travel speeds due to wide
station spacing, frequent service, transit priority street
and signal treatments, and premium station and passenger
amenities. Speed and schedule reliability are preserved
using transit signal priority at at-grade crossings and/or
intersections. High levels of passenger infrastructure are
provided at transit stations and station communities,
including real-time schedule information, ticket machines,
special lighting, benches, shelters, bicycle parking, and
commercial services. The transit modes most commonly
associated with high capacity transit include:
. light rail transit, light rail trains operating in
exclusive or semi-exclusive right of way'

* Exclusive right of way, as defined by Transportation Research Board TCRP report 17, includes fully grade -
separated right of way. Semi-exclusive right of way includes separate and shared rights of way as well light rail and
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. bus rapid transit, regular or advanced bus vehicles
operating primarily in exclusive or semi-exclusive
right of way

. rapid streetcar, streetcar trains operating primarily
in exclusive or semi-exclusive right of way

. commuter rail, heavy rail passenger trains operating
on exclusive, semi-exclusive or nonexclusive (with
freight) railroad tracks

"Improved pedestrian crossing” means a marked pedestrian
crossing and may include signage, signalization, curb
extensions and a pedestrian refuge such as a landscaped
median.

"Institutional uses"™ means colleges and universities,
hospitals and major government offices.

"JPACT" means the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on
Transportation, composed of elected officials and agency
representatives involved, that makes recommendations to the
Metro Council on transportation planning and projects.

"Landscape strip”™ means the portion of public right-of-way
located between the sidewalk and curb.

"Land use decision”™ shall have the meaning of that term set
forth in ORS 197.015(10).

"Land use regulation”™ means any local government zoning
ordinance, land division ordinance adopted under ORS 92.044
or 92.046 or similar general ordinance establishing
standards for implementing a comprehensive plan, as defined
in ORS 197.015.

"Level-of-service (LOS)"™ means the ratio of the volume of
motor vehicle demand to the capacity of the motor vehicle
system during a specific increment of time.

"Local trips” means trips that are five miles or shorter in
length.

pedestrian malls adjacent to a parallel roadway. Nonexclusive right of way includes operations in mixed traffic,
transit mall and a light rail/pedestrian mall.
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"Low-income Ffamilies" means a household who earned between
0 and 1.99 times the federal Poverty level iIn 199.

"Low-income populations™ means any readily identifiable
group of low-income persons who live iIn geographic
proximity and, if circumstances warrant, geographically
dispersed or transient persons (such as migrant workers or
Native Americans) who would be similarly affected by a TSP.

“Major driveway” means a driveway that:
1. Intersects with a public street that is controlled, or

is to be controlled in the planning period, by a
traffic signal;

2. Intersects with an existing or planned arterial or
collector street; or
3. Would be an extension of an existing or planned local

street, or of another major driveway.

“Major transit stop” means transit centers, high capacity
transit stations, major bus stops, inter-city bus passenger
terminals, inter-city rail passenger terminals and bike-
transit facilities, all as shown on Figure 2.15 of the
Regional Transportation Plan.

"Median™ means the center portion of public right-of-way,
located between opposing directions of motor vehicle travel
lanes. A median is usually raised and may be landscaped,
and usually incorporates left turn lanes for motor vehicles
at intersections and major access points.

"Metro” means the regional government of the metropolitan
area, the elected Metro Council as the policy-setting body
of the government.

"Metro boundary' means the jurisdictional boundary of
Metro, the elected regional government of the metropolitan
area.

"Minority" means a person who 1S:

1. Black (having origins in any of the black racial
groups of Africa);

2. Hispanic (of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or

South American or other Spanish culture or origin,
regardless of race);
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3. Asian American (having origins in any of the original
peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, the Indian
subcontinent or the Pacific Islands);

4. American Indian and Alaska Native (having origins in
any of the original peoples of North American and who
maintain cultural identification through tribal
affiliation or community recognition); or

5. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacifica Islander (having
origins in any of the original peoples of Hawaiti,
Guam, Samoa or other Pacific Islands).

"Minority population™ means any readily identifiable group
of minority persons who live iIn geographic proximity and,
iT circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed or
transient persons (such as migrant workers or Native
Americans) who would be similarly affected by a TSP.

"Mixed-use development™ includes areas of a mix of at least
two of the following land uses and includes multiple
tenants or ownerships: residential, retail and office.
This definition excludes large, single-use land uses such
as colleges, hospitals, and business campuses. Minor
incidental land uses that are accessory to the primary land
use should not result in a development being designated as
"mixed-use development.”™ The size and definition of minor
incidental, accessory land uses allowed within large,
single-use developments should be determined by cities and
counties through their comprehensive plans and implementing
ordinances.

"Mobility"™ means the speed at which a given mode of travel
operates in a specific location.

"Mode-split target” means the individual percentage of
public transportation, pedestrian, bicycle and shared-ride
trips expressed as a share of total person-trips.

"Motor vehicle”™ means automobiles, vans, public and private
buses, trucks and semi-trucks, motorcycles and mopeds.

"Motor vehicle level-of-service'" means a measurement of

congestion as a share of designed motor vehicle capacity of
a road.
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"Multi-modal' means transportation facilities or programs
designed to serve many or all methods of travel, including
all forms of motor vehicles, public transportation,
bicycles and walking.

"Narrow street design’™ means streets with less than 46 feet
of total right-of-way and no more than 28 feet of pavement
width between curbs.

“Near a major transit stop” means a parcel or ownership
that i1s within 300 feet of a major transit stop.

"Non-SOV modal target™ means a target for the percentage of
total trips made In a defined area by means other than a
private passenger vehicles carrying one occupant.

"Performance measure' means a measurement derived from
technical analysis aimed at determining whether a planning
policy is achieving the expected outcome or iIntent
associated with the policy.

"Person-trips” means the total number of discrete trips by
individuals using any mode of travel.

"Refinement plan™ means an amendment to a transportation
system plan which determines at a systems level the
function, mode or general location of a transportation
facility, service or improvement, deferred during system
planning because detailed information needed to make the
determination could not be reasonably obtained at that
time.

"Regional vehicle trips” are trips that are greater than
five miles in length.

"Residential Parking District” is a designation intended to
protect residential areas from spillover parking generated
by adjacent commercial, employment or mixed use areas, or
other uses that generate a high demand for parking.

"RFP' means Metro’s Regional Framework Plan adopted
pursuant to ORS chapter 268.

"Routine repair and maintenance'™ means activities directed

at preserving an existing allowed use or facility, without
expanding the development footprint or site use.
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"RTFP"™ means this Regional Transportation Functional Plan.

"Shared-ride” means private passenger vehicles carrying
more than one occupant.

"Significant increase in Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV)
capacity for multi-modal arterials™ means an iIncrease iIn
SOV capacity created by the construction of additional
general purpose lanes totaling 1/2 lane miles or more in
length. General purpose lanes are defined as through
travel lanes or multiple turn lanes. This also includes the
construction of a new general purpose arterial facility on
a new location. Lane tapers are not included as part of
the general purpose lane. An increase in SOV capacity
associated with a safety project is considered significant
only 1f the safety deficiency is totally related to traffic
congestion. Significant increases iIn SOV capacity should be
assessed for individual facilities rather than for the
planning area.

"Significant increase in Single Occupancy Vehicle (SO0V)
capacity for regional through-route freeways'™ means an
increase In SOV capacity created by the construction of
additional general purpose lanes other than that resulting
from a safety project or a project solely intended to
eliminate a bottleneck. An increase in SOV capacity
associated with the elimination of a bottleneck is
considered significant only i1If such an increase provides a
highway section SOV capacity greater than ten percent over
that provided immediately upstream of the bottleneck. An
increase In SOV capacity associated with a safety project
is considered significant only it the safety deficiency is
totally related to traffic congestion. Construction of a
new general purpose highway facility on a new location also
constitutes a significant increase in SOV capacity.
Significant increase in SOV capacity should be assessed for
individual facilities rather than for the planning area.

"SOV'" means a private motorized passenger vehicle carrying
one occupant (single-occupancy vehicle).

"Substantial compliance™ means city and county
comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances, on the
whole, conform with the purposes of the performance
standards in the functional plan and any failure to meet
individual performance standard requirements is technical
or minor in nature.
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"Throughway' means limited-access facilities that serve
longer-distance motor vehicle and freight trips and provide
interstate, iIntrastate and cross-regional travel.

"TPR"™ means the administrative rule entitles Transportation
Planning Rule adopted by the Land Conservation and
Development to implement statewide planning Goal 12,
Transportation.

"Traffic calming” means street design or operational
features intended to maintain a given motor vehicle travel
speed.

"Transportation system management and operations'™ (TSMO)
means programs and strategies that will allow the region to
more effectively and efficiently manage existing and new
multi-modal transportation facilities and services to
preserve capacity and improve safety, security and
reliability. TSMO has two components: (1) transportation
system management, which focuses on making facilities
better serve users by improving efficiency, safety and
capacity; and (2) transportation demand management, which
seeks to modify travel behavior in order to make more
efficient use of facilities and services and enable users
to take advantage of everything the transportation system
offers.

"TriMet™ means the regional service district that provide
public mass transit to the region.

"TSP" means a transportation system plan adopted by a city
or county.

"UGB'" means an urban growth boundary adopted pursuant to
ORS 268.390(3)-

"Update™ means TSP amendments that change the planning
horizon and apply broadly to a city or county and typically
entails changes that need to be considered In the context
of the entire TSP, or a substantial geographic area.

"Woonerf" means a street or group of streets on which

pedestrians and bicyclists have legal priority over motor
vehicles.

Page 31



Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 10-1241

Table 3.08-1
Regional Non-SOV Modal Targets (share of average weekday trips for the year 2035)
2040 Design Type Non-drive alone

~_modal target
Portland central city 60-70%

Regional centers

Town centers

Main streets 45-55%
Station communities

Corridors

Passenger intermodal facilities

Industrial areas

Freight intermodal facilities

Employment areas 40-45%
Inner neighborhoods

Outer neighborhoods
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Table 3.08-2
Interim Regional Mobility Policy
Deficiency Thresholds and Operating Standards

Location Standard Standard
Mid-Day o
One-Hour €a
Hour Hour
Central City
Regional Centers
Town Centers 99 11 99

Main Streets
Station Communities

Corridors

Industrial Areas

Intermodal Facilities

Employment Areas .90 .99 .99
Inner Neighborhoods

Outer Neighborhoods

[-84 (from I-5 to |-205) .99 11 .99
I-5 North (from Marquam Bridge to Interstate Bridge) .99 11 .99
OR 99E (from Lincoln Street to OR 224 interchange) .99 1.1 .99
US 26 (from 1-405 to Sylvan interchange) .99 1.1 .99
I-405 ® (1-5 South to -5 North) .99 1.1 .99
Other Principal Arterial Routes .90 .99 .99
1-205 °

[-84 (east of 1-205)

I-5 (Marquam Bridge to Wilsonville) ®

OR 217

US 26 (west of Sylvan)

Us 30

OR 8 (Murray Boulevard to Brookwood Avenue) °

OR 212

OR 224

OR 47

OR 213

A. The volume-to-capacity ratios in the table are for the highest two consecutive hours of weekday traffic

volumes. The mid-day peak hour as the highest 60-minute period between the hours of 9 a.m. and 3
p.m. The 2" hour is defined as the single 60-minute period either before or after the peak 60 minute
period, whichever is highest.

B. Thresholds shown are for interim purposes only; a corridor refinement plan for these corridors is
required in Chapter 6 of the RTP, and will include a recommended mobility policy for each corridor.
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Table 3.08-3 - Regional Parking Ratios
(parking ratios are based on spaces per 1,000 sq. ft of gross leasable area unless otherwise stated)

Land Use Minimum Parking Maximum Maximum
Requirements Permitted Parking | Permitted Parking
(See Central City -Zone A: Ratios
Transportation - Zone B:
Management Plan for
downtown Portland stds)
Requirements May Not Transit and Rest of Region
Exceed Pedestrian
Accessible Areas’
General Office (includes Office Park, "Flex- | 2.7 34 4.1
Space", Government Office & misc.
Services) (gsf)
Light Industrial 1.6 None None
Industrial Park
Manufacturing (gsf)
Warehouse (gross square feet; parking ratios | 0.3 0.4 0.5
apply to warehouses 150,000 gsf or greater)
Schools: College/ 0.2 0.3 0.3
University & High School
(spaces/# of students and staff)
Tennis Racquetball Court 1.0 1.3 15
Sports Club/Recreation Facilities 4.3 5.4 6.5
Retail/Commercial, including shopping 4.1 51 6.2
centers
Bank with Drive-In 4.3 5.4 6.5
Movie Theater 0.3 0.4 0.5
(spaces/number of seats)
Fast Food with Drive Thru 9.9 124 14.9
Other Restaurants 15.3 19.1 23
Place of Worship 0.5 0.6 0.8
(spaces/seats)
Medical/Dental Clinic 3.9 4.9 5.9
Residential Uses
Hotel/Motel 1 none none
Single Family Detached 1 none none
Residential unit, less than 500 square feet 1 none none
per unit, one bedroom
Multi-family, townhouse, one bedroom 1.25 none none
Multi-family, townhouse, two bedroom 15 none none
Multi-family, townhouse, three bedroom 1.75 none none

! Ratios for uses not included in this table would be determined by cities and counties. In the event that a local government
proposes a different measure, for example, spaces per seating area for a restaurant instead of gross leasable area, Metro may grant
approval upon a demonstration by the local government that the parking space requirement is substantially similar to the regional

standard.
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Parking Maximums
Twenty Minute Bus Service and

2040 Design Types

S00 NORTHEAST ORAND AVENUE PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2700
TELBO3 7071700 | FAX 503 7871784

* _ Light Rail Stops
58 70NE A
Accessible areas with lower
parking requirements
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All other areas.
2040 Design Types

e N LY ‘e
)]
7
. ;\ o~
= ? A
2 RN
A AW b
< 1
] \
L 7 o .
£ =
7 S
N A o
A H N
] ! 4l \ :
T = .i[
— - ~
/ g B




Exhibit F to Ordinance No. 10-1241

Exhibit F to Ordinance No. 10-1241

Title 2 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan iIn
repealed.
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EXHIBIT G TO ORDINANCE NO. 10-1241
CHAPTER 2

REGIONAL FRAMEWORK PLAN

The policies of Chapter 2, Transportation, are amended as follows:
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Goal 1: Foster Vibrant Communities and Efficient Urban Form

Land use and transportation decisions are linked to optimize public investments and support
active transportation options and jobs, schools, shopping, services, recreational opportunities and
housing proximity.

e Objective 1.1 Compact Urban Form and Design - Use transportation investments to
reinforce growth in and multi-modal access to 2040 Target Areas and ensure that
development in 2040 Target Areas is consistent with and supports the transportation
investments.

* Objective 1.2 Parking Management — Minimize the amount and promote the efficient use
of land dedicated to vehicle parking.

» Objective 1.3 Affordable Housing — Support the preservation and production of affordable

housing in the region.

Goal 2: Sustain Economic Competitiveness and Prosperity
Multi-modal transportation infrastructure and services support the region’s well-being and a
diverse, innovative, sustainable and growing regional and state economy.

* Obijective 2.1 Reliable and Efficient Travel and Market Area Access - Provide for
reliable and efficient multi-modal regional, interstate and intrastate travel and market area
access through a seamless and well-connected system of throughways, arterial streets, freight
services, transit services and bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
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Objective 2.2 Regional Passenger Connectivity — Ensure reliable and efficient connections
between passenger intermodal facilities and destinations in and beyond the region to improve
non-auto access to and from the region and promote the region’s function as a gateway for
tourism.

Objective 2.3 Metropolitan Mobility - Maintain sufficient total person-trip and freight
capacity among the various modes operating in the Regional Mobility Corridors to allow
reasonable and reliable travel times through those corridors.

Objective 2.4 Freight Reliability —Maintain reasonable and reliable travel times and access
through the region as well as between freight intermodal facilities and destinations within
and beyond the region to promote the region’s function as a gateway for commerce.
Obijective 2.5 — Job Retention and Creation — Attract new businesses and family-wage

jobs and retain those that are already located in the region.

Goal 3: Expand Transportation Choices

Multi-modal transportation infrastructure and services provide all residents of the region with

affordable and equitable options for accessing housing, jobs, services, shopping, educational,

cultural and recreational opportunities, and facilitate competitive choices for goods movement

for all businesses in the region.

Obijective 3.1 Travel Choices - Achieve modal targets for increased walking, bicycling, use
of transit and shared ride and reduced reliance on the automobile and drive alone trips.
Obijective 3.2 Vehicle Miles of Travel - Reduce vehicle miles traveled per capita.

Obijective 3.3 Equitable Access and Barrier Free Transportation - Provide affordable and
equitable access to travel choices and serve the needs of all people and businesses, including
people with low income, children, elders and people with disabilities, to connect with jobs,
education, services, recreation, social and cultural activities.

Obijective 3.4 Shipping Choices — Support multi-modal freight transportation system that
includes air cargo, pipeline, trucking, rail, and marine services to facilitate competitive
choices for goods movement for businesses in the region.

Goal 4: Emphasize Effective and Efficient Management of the Transportation System

Existing and future multi-modal transportation infrastructure and services are well-managed to

optimize capacity, improve travel conditions and address air quality goals.

Objective 4.1 Traffic Management — Apply technology solutions to actively manage the
transportation system.

Objective 4.2 Traveler Information — Provide comprehensive real-time traveler
information to people and businesses in the region.

Obijective 4.3 Incident Management — Improve traffic incident detection and clearance
times on the region’s transit, arterial and throughways networks.

Obijective 4.4 Demand Management — Implement services, incentives and supportive
infrastructure to increase telecommuting, walking, biking, taking transit, and carpooling, and
shift travel to off-peak periods.

Obijective 4.5 Value Pricing — Consider a wide range of value pricing strategies and
techniques as a management tool, including but not limited to parking management to
encourage walking, biking and transit ridership and selectively promote short-term and long-
term strategies as appropriate.
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Goal 5: Enhance Safety and Security
Multi-modal transportation infrastructure and services are safe and secure for the public and
goods movement.

* Obijective 5.1 Operational and Public Safety - Reduce fatalities, serious injuries and
crashes per capita for all modes of travel.

* Objective 5.2 Crime - Reduce vulnerability of the public, goods movement and critical
transportation infrastructure to crime.

* Objective 5.3 Terrorism, Natural Disasters and Hazardous Material Incidents - Reduce
vulnerability of the public, goods movement and critical transportation infrastructure to acts
of terrorism, natural disasters, hazardous material spills or other hazardous incidents.

Goal 6: Promote Environmental Stewardship
Promote responsible stewardship of the region’s natural, community, and cultural resources.

* Objective 6.1 Natural Environment — Avoid or minimize undesirable impacts on fish and
wildlife habitat conservation areas, wildlife corridors, significant flora and open spaces.

* Objective 6.2 Clean Air — Reduce transportation-related vehicle emissions to improve air
guality so that as growth occurs, the view of the Cascades and the Coast Range from within
the region are maintained.

* Objective 6.3 Water Quality and Quantity — Protect the region’s water quality and natural
stream flows.

» Objective 6.4 Energy and Land Consumption - Reduce transportation-related energy and
land consumption and the region’s dependence on unstable energy sources.

* Objective 6.5 Climate Change — Reduce transportation-related greenhouse gas emissions.

Goal 7: Enhance Human Health

Multi-modal transportation infrastructure and services provide safe, comfortable and convenient
options that support active living and physical activity, and minimize transportation-related
pollution that negatively impacts human health.

» Objective 7.1 Active Living — Provide safe, comfortable and convenient transportation
options that support active living and physical activity to meet daily needs and access
Services.

* Objective 7.2 Pollution Impacts — Minimize noise, impervious surface and other
transportation-related pollution impacts on residents in the region to reduce negative health
effects.

Goal 8: Ensure Equity

The benefits and adverse impacts of regional transportation planning, programs and investment
decisions are equitably distributed among population demographics and geography, considering
different parts of the region and census block groups with different incomes, races and
ethnicities.

¢ Obijective 8.1 Environmental Justice — Ensure benefits and impacts of investments are
equitably distributed by population demographics and geography.
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Obijective 8.2 Coordinated Human Services Transportation Needs - Ensure investments
in the transportation system provide a full range of affordable options for people with low
income, elders and people with disabilities consistent with the Tri-County Coordinated
Human Services Transportation Plan (CHSTP).

Objective 8.3 Housing Diversity - Use transportation investments to achieve greater
diversity of housing opportunities by linking investments to measures taken by the local
governments to increase housing diversity.

Obijective 8.4 Transportation and Housing Costs— Reduce the share of households in the
region spending more than 50 percent of household income on housing and transportation
combined.

Goal 9: Ensure Fiscal Stewardship

Regional transportation planning and investment decisions ensure the best return on public

investments in infrastructure and programs.

Objective 9.1 Asset Management— Adequately repair and maintain transportation facilities
and services to preserve their function, maintain their useful life and eliminate maintenance
backlogs.

Obijective 9.2 Maximize Return on Public Investment - Make transportation investment
decisions that use public resources effectively and efficiently, using performance-based
planning.

Obijective 9.3 Stable and Innovative Funding — Stabilize existing transportation revenue
while securing new and innovative long-term sources of funding adequate to build, operate
and maintain the regional transportation system for all modes of travel at the federal, state,
regional and local level.

Goal 10: Deliver Accountability

The region’s government, business, institutional and community leaders work together in an

open and transparent manner so the public has meaningful opportunities for input on

transportation decisions and experiences an integrated, comprehensive system of transportation

facilities and services that bridge governance, institutional and fiscal barriers.

Obijective 10.1 Meaningful Input Opportunities - Provide meaningful input opportunities
for interested and affected stakeholders, including people who have traditionally been
underrepresented, resource agencies, business, institutional and community stakeholders, and
local, regional and state jurisdictions that own and operate the region’s transportation system
in plan development and review.

Obijective 10.2 Coordination and Cooperation - Ensure representation in regional
transportation decision-making is equitable from among all affected jurisdictions and
stakeholders and improve coordination and cooperation among the public and private owners
and operators of the region’s transportation system so the system can function in a
coordinated manner and better provide for state and regional transportation needs.
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
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STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 10-1241 FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING
THE 2004 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN TO COMPLY WITH STATE LAW; TO
ADD THE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT AND
OPERATIONS ACTION PLAN, THE REGIONAL FREIGHT PLAN AND THE HIGH
CAPACITY TRANSIT SYSTEM PLAN; TO AMEND THE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION
FUNCTIONAL PLAN AND ADD IT TO THE METRO CODE; TO AMEND THE REGIONAL
FRAMEWORK PLAN; AND TO AMEND THE URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT
FUNCTIONAL PLAN

Date:  April 28, 2010 Prepared by: Kim Ellis, 503-797-1617
BACKGROUND

Metro is the regional government responsible for regional land use and transportation planning under
state law and the federally-designated metropolitan planning organization (MPO) for the Portland
metropolitan area. As the federally-designated MPO, Metro is responsible for updating the RTP every
four years, which includes updating goals and policies to guide transportation investments, and
compiling a financially constrained list of projects and programs to meet requirements for federal
funding. Metro is also responsible for developing a regional transportation system plan (TSP), consistent
with Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) requirements.

Metro’s jurisdictional boundary encompasses the urban portions of Multnomah, Washington and
Clackamas counties. Metro’s planning partners include the 25 cities, three counties and affected special
districts of the region, ODOT, Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), Port of Portland,
South Metro Area Rapid Transit (SMART), TriMet and other interested community, business and
advocacy groups as well as state and federal regulatory agencies such as the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA). Metro also coordinates with the City
of Vancouver, Clark County Washington, the Port of Vancouver, the Southwest Washington Regional
Transportation Council (RTC), C-Tran, the Washington Department of Transportation, the Southwest
Washington Air Pollution Control Authority and other Clark County governments on bi-state issues. The
Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council is the federally designated MPO for the Clark
County portion of the Portland-Vancouver metropolitan region.

2035 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN

The Metro Council initiated the 2035 RTP Update on September 22, 2005 with approval of Resolution
No. 05-3610A (for the Purpose of Issuing a Request for Proposals to Develop a Work Scope for an
Expanded 2005-08 Regional Transportation Plan Update that Incorporates the “Budgeting for Outcomes”
Approach to Establishing Regional Transportation Priorities).

The update involves a new approach that included:

(1) A strong education component to increase community and stakeholder awareness of the issues
facing the region, including a growing population, climate change and economic instability.

(2) An outcomes-based approach linked to public values to assess implementation of the 2040
Growth Concept and to evaluate and prioritize transportation investments. This approach more
fully integrates land use, economic, environmental and transportation objectives in the decision-
making process. Central to the RTP is an overall emphasis on outcomes, system completeness
and measurable performance to hold the region accountable for making progress toward the
region’s desired outcomes and state goals for reductions in drive alone trips, vehicle miles
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traveled and corresponding GHG emissions. The RTP includes specific performance targets and
indicators that will be monitored over time, using this information to determine whether future
adjustments to policies and strategies are needed.

(3) Collaboration with regional partners and key stakeholders to resolve the complex issues inherent
in realizing the region’s 2040 Growth Concept.

The 2035 RTP updates the policies, projects and strategies for implementing the 2040 Growth Concept
and meeting the statewide greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets at the regional and local levels. By
2035, the metro region and surrounding counties are expected to grow by more than one million people
and add more than 500,000 jobs, doubling trips on the transportation system.

Through its policies, projects and strategies, the 2035 RTP aims to:

e support the region’s vision to use land inside the UGB as efficiently as possible to reduce the
need for costly new infrastructure and protect farm and forest lands

» attract jobs and housing to downtowns, main streets and employment areas
» increase safety for all transportation system users

» increase the use of public transit and reduce travel distances and the need to travel by car to
help reduce air pollution and our carbon footprint

» complete gaps in existing roads, bridges, transit service, sidewalks and bike facilities

* improve interchanges and strategically add capacity to the region's highway system

* build trails and other connections to make it safer and more convenient to walk and bike

» use technology to make travel safer, more efficient and reliable for cars, trucks and transit

All of these strategies and investments will help the region make the most out of what we have, address
growing congestion more comprehensively and make travel more convenient, affordable and reliable for
everyone — including businesses and freight shippers. They will also provide real options for walking,
biking and using transit and help the region’s businesses and industries create and retain jobs and remain
competitive.

The following outcomes, endorsed by the Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) in May 2008 and
adopted by the Metro Council in Resolution No. 08-3940, provided the framework for the updated
policies, projects and strategies:

Desired outcomes for a successful region

1. People live and work in vibrant communities where they can choose to walk for pleasure and to
meet everyday needs.

2. Current and future residents benefit from the region’s sustained economic competitiveness and
prosperity.

People have safe and reliable transportation choices that enhance their quality of life.
The region is a leader in minimizing contributions to global warming.

Current and future generations enjoy clean air, clean water and healthy ecosystems.

o g ~ w

The benefits and burdens of growth and change are distributed equitably.
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SUMMARY OF DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

Metro’s transportation planning activities are guided by a federally mandated decision-making framework
known as the metropolitan transportation planning process. Metro leads this process in consultation and
coordination with federal, state and local governments, and engagement of other stakeholders with an
interest in or who are affected by this planning effort. Metro facilitates this consultation and coordination
through four advisory committee bodies—the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation
(JPACT), MPAC, the Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC) and the Metro Technical
Advisory Committee (MTAC).

The 2035 RTP update process relied on this existing decision-making structure for development, review
and adoption of the plan. MPAC, JPACT and the Metro Council made recommendations at key decision
points based on input from TPAC, MTAC, the Council-appointed Regional Freight Plan Task Force and
the public participation process.

Technical work groups were formed to advice Metro staff on the development of work products
throughout the process. Metro technical staff also worked with the Regional Travel Options
Subcommittee to TPAC, the Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Subcommittee to TPAC and the
Regional Trails Working Group throughout the update process. The Metro Committee for Citizen
Involvement provided advice on public engagement activities.

THE 2035 RTP UPDATE PROCESS AND DECISION TIMETABLE
Federal component: 2005-2008

Metro began the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan update in fall 2005, with early scoping that
involved regional partners, community organizations and other stakeholders. Work from fall 2006
through fall 2007 included considerable stakeholder and public involvement to determine needs and
develop policies that provided a framework to guide the update of the RTP. In fall 2006, Metro held
nine stakeholder workshops that engaged 127 individuals and 50 different community organizations
and government entities to help shape policy goals. Four of the workshops were held with Metro’s
existing advisory committees. The other five workshops were held with business and community
groups that represented specific public interests, public responsibilities or groups historically
underrepresented in transportation planning and decision-making.

To meet planning requirements in the most recent transportation authorization act, the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act—a Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU),
Metro consulted with state and federal resource agencies through the collaborative Environmental
Transportation Agreement for Streamlining work group. The CETAS group consultation, which was
held on October 16, 2007, included representatives from tribal groups, ODOT and 10 state and federal
transportation, natural resource, cultural resource and land use planning agencies.

Other work through fall 2007 included technical workshops, informal feedback cards and
questionnaires, scientific public opinion surveys, and a formal, 30-day public comment period with
open houses and public hearings.

In December 2007, the Metro Council adopted the federal component of the 2035 RTP to meet
planning requirements in the most recent transportation authorization act, the Safe, Accountable,
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act—a Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). The U.S.
Department of Transportation approved the federal component of the 2035 RTP on March 5, 2008.

State component: 2008-2010

Following approval of the federal RTP, the focus turned to the completion of a final RTP to meet
regional and state land use goals and the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule. On May 1, 2008, the
LCDC accepted the RTP in the manner of periodic review and approved the work program and timeline
for the state component of the RTP, which called for its completion by December 2009.
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During 2008 and 2009, RTP work focused on framing and refining transportation and land-use choices as
part of the broader Making the Greatest Place effort. This comprehensive effort seeks to integrate local
and regional land use and transportation investments to focus future population and employment growth
in centers, corridors, and employment areas, consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept. This work
included the evaluation of different land-use and transportation investment scenarios.

To provide a forum for discussions, MPAC and JPACT held three joint meetings between October and
December 2008, to discuss transportation and investment policy choices that would be made in the next
year or two. More than 100 people attended the joint meetings, which included the elected officials who
are members of those committees, other elected officials, local government staff, non-government
partners and members of the interested public. The results of those meetings helped prioritize
transportation investments that would best support desired land uses and reduce travel distances.

During January 2009, Metro and Oregon Department of Transportation staff conducted 14 coordination
interviews with local transportation agencies to provide information about the RTP’s mobility corridor
concept and to identify issues within each of the 24 corridors in preparation for future workshops.

Through March and April 2009, Metro and ODOT hosted seven mobility corridor workshops by
geographic region to identify common mobility gaps and deficiencies and discuss the desired function
of each corridor and individual transportation facilities. These meetings helped to develop a new
Mobility Corridor Atlas and identify priority projects.

Metro also convened a bicycle work group to identify policy refinements to respond to public comments
received during the federal component of the RTP update and to incorporate active transportation policy
recommendations identified by the Blue Ribbon Committee for Trails.

At the same time, Metro and its regional partners continued to work on related planning efforts that will
be included in the RTP: the Sunrise Corridor project, the 1-5/99W connector study, the Sellwood Bridge
study, the High-Capacity Transit (HCT) system plan, the Regional Freight Plan and the Transportation
System Management and Operations (TSMO) plan. Metro also worked with communities around the
region to identify their local land use, transportation and public infrastructure-related aspirations for
managing growth and the investments needed to support them.

The technical analysis and policy development guided further system development and refinement
before soliciting projects and funding strategies from the region’s 25 cities, three counties, TriMet,
South Metro Area Rapid Transit (SMART), Port of Portland and the Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT) — the region’s transportation providers. On June 15, 2009, the Metro Council,
in conjunction with JPACT and MPAC, issued a “call for projects” to refine RTP investment priorities.
The RTP goals, performance targets and refinement criteria provided policy direction for investment
priorities to be brought forward for consideration in the final 2035 RTP.

JPACT-ENDORSED CRITERIA TO REFINE INVESTMENT PRIORITIES
» Make multi-modal travel safe and reliable
e Target investments to support local aspiration and the 2040 Growth Concept
* Provide multi-modal freight mobility and access
» Expand transit coverage and frequency
» Expand active transportation options
* Reduce transportation-related greenhouse gas emissions
» Address transportation needs of underserved communities
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Projects were solicited from county coordinating committees, the city of Portland, TriMet, SMART, the
Port of Portland and ODOT. Each project sponsor was requested to identify investment priorities
consistent with the draft RTP performance targets and criteria, and within the funding target established
by JPACT. Projects and programs were requested to come from plans or studies that had been
developed through a public process. The solicitation resulted in 1,058 proposed projects with a total
estimated cost of $19.6 billion.

The draft RTP and projects, draft TSMO Plan, draft Regional Freight Plan and draft HCT System Plan
summary report and complete list of projects were released for a 30-day public comment period that
was held from September 15 to October 15, 2009. The RTP comment package was released as part of
the Making the Greatest Place effort and Metro’s chief operating officer’s recommendation titled
“Strategies for a sustainable and prosperous region.”

Forty-five days before the opening of the public comment period, electronic notices were distributed to
all regional neighborhood associations, citizen participation organizations and interested parties who
had asked to be included in Metro's notification lists. The notices included information on how to
access the review draft online, dates and times of public open houses and hearings, and instructions on
different options for submitting comments.

During the comment period, seven open houses and five public hearings were held. A Spanish
interpreter was present at events held in Hillsboro, Gresham and North Portland, where large
concentrations of Spanish speakers are known to live. The ability to engage an interpreter at any of the
events was promoted in display ads and through a flyer in Spanish that was distributed to organizations
that serve Spanish-speaking people in those communities.

On December 17, 2010, the Metro Council approved Resolution No. 09-4099, directing staff to:
* incorporate amendments recommended to respond to public comments received in a final draft RTP
» conduct a final analysis for conformity with the federal Clean Air Act

» prepare findings, and the functional plan amendments needed to implement the new policies and
strategies.

» release the final draft RTP 45 days of public comment beginning in March 2010, before MPAC,
JPACT and the Metro Council consider approval by ordinance in June 2010.

In early 2010, staff prepared documents to be released for a third and final 45-day public comment
period and hearings. Forty-five days before the comment periods opened, electronic notices were sent to
all neighborhood associations, citizen participation organizations, jurisdictions, tribes with any potential
interest in the area, business and community stakeholders, and all individuals who asked to be included
in our list of interested parties announcing the comment period and providing information on how to
comment. A second notice was sent when the comment period opened. A public notice was published in
The Oregonian, the newspaper of record for the metro area, and display ads were published in all ethnic
newspapers and community newspapers. A press release was published on the Metro web site and sent
to all area media.

Attachment 1 summarizes specific comments and recommendations from the most recent public
comment period held from March 22 to May 6, 2010. Attachment 2 is a full public comment report that
provides a more detailed summary of the stakeholder and public involvement conducted from Spring
2006 to Spring 2010, including documentation of specific comments received during the most recent
public comment period. MPAC, JPACT and the Metro Council considered public comments received
prior to action on this ordinance.
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ANALYSIS/INFORMATION

1. Known Opposition: None known.

2. Legal Antecedents: Several Federal, State and regional laws and actions relate to this action.

Federal regulations include:

Clean Air Act, as amended [42 U.S. C. 7401 and 23 U.S.C. 109(j)], as amended].
US EPA transportation conformity rules (40 CFR, parts 51 and 93).
USDOT rules that require Metro to update RTPs on a four-year cycle [23 CFR 450.322(a)].

State regulations include:

Statewide planning goals.

Oregon Administrative Rules for Transportation Planning (OAR Chapter 660, Division 12).
Oregon Transportation Plan and implementing modal plans, including the Oregon Highway Plan.
Oregon Administrative Rules for Transportation Conformity, (OAR Chapter 340, Division 252).
2006 State Implementation Plan (SIP).

2006 Portland Area Carbon Monoxide Maintenance Plan and 2007 Portland Area Ozone
Maintenance Plan.

Metro legislation includes:

Resolution 05-3610A, “For the Purpose of Issuing a Request for Proposals to Develop a Work
Scope for an Expanded 2005-08 Regional Transportation Plan Update that Incorporates the
“Budgeting for Outcomes” Approach to Establishing Regional Transportation Priorities” adopted
by the Metro Council on September 22, 2005.

Resolution No. 06-3661, “For the Purpose of Approving A Work Program For the 2035 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) Update and Authorizing the Chief Operating Officer to Amend
Contract No. 926975)” adopted by the Metro Council on June 15, 2006.

Resolution No. 07-3793, “For the Purpose of Accepting the Chapter 1 Regional Transportation
Policy Framework as the Provisional Draft For the Purpose Of Completing Phase 3 of the 2035
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Update” adopted by the Metro Council on March 15, 2007.

Resolution 07-3831B, “For the Purpose of Approving The Federal Component of the 2035
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Update, Pending Air Quality Conformity Analysis” adopted
by the Metro Council on December 13, 2007.

Resolution No. 08-3911, “For the Purpose of Approving the Air Quality Conformity
Determination For the Federal Component of the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan and
Reconforming the 2008-2011 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program” adopted by
the Metro Council on February 28, 2008.

Resolution No. 08-3940, “For the Purpose of Affirming a Definition of a ‘Successful Region’ and
Committing Metro to Work With Regional Partners to Identify Performance Indicators and
Targets and to Develop a Decision-Making Process to Create Successful Communities” adopted
by the Metro Council on June 26, 2008.

Resolution No. 09-4052, “For the Purpose of Accepting the Regional High Capacity Transit
System Tiers and Corridors, System Expansion Policy Framework and Policy Amendments”
adopted by the Metro Council on July 9, 2009.
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* Resolution No. 09-4099 “For the Purpose of Accepting the Draft 2035 Regional Transportation
Plan, With the Following Elements, For Final Review and Analysis For Air Quality
Conformance: The Transportation System Management and Operations Plan; The Regional
Freight Plan; The High Capacity Transit System Plan; and The Regional Transportation
Functional Plan” adopted by the Metro Council on December 17, 2009.

* Resolution No. 10-4150, “For the Purpose of Approving the Air Quality Conformity
Determination for the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan and the 2010-2013 Metropolitan
Transportation Improvement Program” adopted by the Metro Council on June 10, 2010.

3. Anticipated Effects: With approval, staff will submit the final RTP and findings to LCDC in the
manner of periodic review.

4. Budget Impacts: There is no financial impact to approval of this ordinance.

RECOMMENDED ACTION
Staff recommends approval of Ordinance No. 10-1241.
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April 28, 2010

2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)

Summary of Comments Received and Recommendations
(comments received March 22 through April 28, 2010)

The 2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Final Public Review Draft and regional plans for freight, transportation system management and operations and high capacity transit were
released for final public review from March 22 through May 6, 2010. TPAC and MTAC reviewed the draft regional transportation functional plan on March 26 and April 5, respectively. In
addition, members submitted additional comments subsequent to the advisory committee discussions. This document summarizes recommended changes to respond to comments received
to date. Additional comments and recommendations may be added to respond to comments received between April 29 and May 6, 2010. New wording is shown in bold; deleted words are

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION

# Category Comment Source(s) Date Recommendation
RTFP Title 1: Section 3.08.110: add a description of intent of this section. TPAC 3/26/10 Amend as requested.
1 Street System

Design

RTFP Title 1: Add the following language to Section 3.08.110, “To improve TriMet 4/9/10 Amend to add a new section to 3.08.110A to direct local

Street System  the walking environment along the region’s arterial system, codes to allow for implementation of the regional street

Design each city and county shall incorporate into its TSP a design guidelines for all streets (e.g., local, collector, arterial)
sidewalk network that includes a minimum 5ft sidewalk with as follows, "To ensure that new street construction and re-
a minimum 3ft planted buffer or furnishings zone between construction projects are designed to improve safety,
the sidewalk and the curb.” support adjacent land use and balance the needs of all

users, including bicyclists, transit vehicles, motorists,
freight delivery vehicles and pedestrians of all ages and
abilities, city and county street design regulations shall
allow implementation of:

1. Complete street designs as set forth in Creating
Livable Streets: Street Design Guidelines for 2040 (2nd

2 Edition, 2002), or similar resources consistent with
regional street design policies;

2. Green street designs such as bio-swales, street trees,
and other techniques to manage stormwater within the
public right-of-way as set forth in Green Streets:
Innovative Solutions for Stormwater and Street
Crossings (2002) and Trees for Green Streets: An
lllustrated Guide (2002) or similar resources consistent
with federal requlations for stream protection; and

3. Transit-supportive street designs that facilitate
existing and planned transit service pursuant subsection

3.08.120B."
RTFP Title 1: Section 3.08.110 - the arterial and collector spacing City of Tigard 4/11/10 Amend as follows, "each city and county shall incorporate
Street System  provisions are too rigid; many areas of the region will not be into its TSP, to the extent practicable, a network of four-
3 Design able to meet them due to the constraints listed in this lane major arterial street..." The intent of this provision is to
section. have local governments attempt to meet the spacing,

recognizing it will not be possible in many areas.
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April 28, 2010

# Category
RTFP Title 1:
Street System
Design

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION

Comment

the road spacing standards for streams that support species
listed in the Endangered Species Act (ESA).

Source(s)
Section 3.08.110D(3) - Provide an additional exception from City of West Linn

Date
4/9/10

Recommendation

Amend 3.08110D as follows, "7. Best practices and
designs as set forth in Green Streets: Innovative
Solutions for Stormwater, Street Crossings (2002) and
Trees for Green Streets: An lllustrated Guide (2002),
Creating Livable Streets: Street Design Guidelines for
2040 (2nd Edition, 2002), and state or locally-adopted
plans and best practices for protecting natural resources

and natural areas." The functional plan requires locals to
complete a street connectivity plan in their TSPs that
implements street connections across stream corridors at
800 to 1,200 foot spacing unless habitat quality or the length
of the crossing width prevents a connection. Title 3 of the
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan maps high
quality habitat areas and regulations, and includes ESA listed
stream corridors. No other changes are recommended at this
time pending completion of the following efforts: (1)
development of a wildlife corridors map for the region; (2)
development of a Regional Conservation Framework for
biodiversity; (3) completion of updates to the Livable Streets
and Green Streets Best Practices in Transportation Design
handbooks and (4) completion of the Lower Columbia River
Salmon and Steelhead Conservation and Recovery Plan.
The current language provides flexbility for local
governments to assess the appropriateness of increasing
connectivity on a site-by-site and project-by-project basis,
pending completion of a number of efforts that are underway
in thic reninon

RTFP Title 1:
Street System
Design

3.08.110 D.5 and 6- define what is meant by “pursuant to
Title 3 of the UGMFP." Water way crossings every 530 feet
seems like a lot, but the caveat for when “the length of the
crossing prevents a connection” is also vague.

City of Tigard

4/11/10

Amend as follows, "3. If streets must cross water features
identified-protected pursuant to Title 3 UGMFP, provides a
crossing every 800 to 1,200 feet unless habitat quality or the
length of the crossing prevents a full street connection;" No
other changes are recommended at this time pending
completion of the following efforts: (1) development of a
wildlife corridors map for the region; (2) development of a
Regional Conservation Framework for biodiversity; (3)
completion of updates to the Livable Streets and Green
Streets Best Practices in Transportation Design handbooks
and (4) completion of the Lower Columbia River Salmon and
Steelhead Conservation and Recovery Plan. The current
language provides flexbility for local governments to assess
the appropriateness of increasing connectivity on a site-by-
site and project-by-project basis, pending completion of a
number of efforts that are underway in this region.
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April 28, 2010

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION

# Category Comment Source(s) Date Recommendation
RTFP Title 1: Section 3.08.110E - This section discusses “redevelopment ODOT, City of Tigard 4/9/2010, Amend as requested. This provision is intended to apply to
Street System  of existing land uses” where locals are to “encourage” 4/11/10 parcels less than five acres in size.
Design adequate connectivity. Butin C above, it requires
conceptual street maps (which implies a connectivity
6 requirement) for all redevelopable parcels over five acres.
Clarify whether this provision applies to parcels under five
acres.
RTFP Title 1: Section 3.08.110F: Add language to clarify the following: (1) TPAC, Washington 3/26/10, Amend as requested, deleting the provision "1--Leoeal-streets-
Street System  the intent of this provision is for local codes to allow for County, City of Sherwood 4/9/2010 i i ing:"
Design narrow street designs as described in 1-10, and (2) greater and 4/9/10  because the individual design elements are addressed
7 total right-of-way dimensions should be allowed for green through subsequent provisions. The intent of this section was
street designs. to require local codes to allow for implementation of narrower
street designs, not to limit the maximum width of street
designs and elements.
RTFP Title 1: 3.08.110F(2 )The maximum 28' curb to curb width is too City of Milwaukie 4/9/10 No change recommended. The intent of this section was to
Street System  restricting. For example, if a local street is a bike boulevard require local codes to allow for implementation of narrower
Design with on-street parking. 6' parking (two-sided) plus two 10' street designs, not to limit the maximum width of street
travel lanes should be allowable, at least (32. desians and elements.
RTFP Title 1: 3.08.120A - Change references to passenger TPAC 3/26/10 Amend to simplify this section to read as follows, "City and
Transit Design  “environment,” bicycle “environment” and waiting county TSPs-and or other land use appropriate regulations
“environments” to “facilities” to be more specific about what shall include projeets investments, policies, standards and
the provisions apply to. strategiesregulations—criteria to-improve provide
pedestrian and bicycle connections to all transit stops where
regional transit service exists at the time of TSP
development or update and ;-passenger-environments-
Wﬂ%ﬁﬂ&%ﬂ%ﬂ%&t&p&b@y&&mﬁmﬂﬂ%ﬂ&
9 ithi .  al . "
al#&ansmstep&andrtraﬂsﬂseﬂﬁeespeeekaﬂeuehab#ﬂ%fekall
existing or planned Station Communities. high-capacity-
transit-station-areas-en-street-bus-rapid-transit-and-frequent
col ) ’ . !
The use of the term "environment" and specific distances
unnecessarily narrowed the focus of where these kinds of
investments and regulations should apply.
RTFP Title 1: 3.08.120 A - clarify sentence to better describe intent, City of Milwaukie 4/9/10 Amend to remove references to improving the speed and
10 Transit Design  including improve the "speed and reliability" of station areas reliability of station areas. This is already addressed through
transportation system management and operations
strateqies in Title 1.
RTFP Title 1: 3.08.120 B1le - Revise to read as follows "crossing at OR  City of Milwaukie 4/9/10 No change recommended. "At" as defined in the

Transit Design  NEAR all transit stops..." It is not feasible to ensure
11 crossings at all transit stops.

Transportation Planning Rule and Title 7 of the RTFP as
being within 200 feet. If it is not feasible to provide a crossing
within that spacing, it may not be appropriate to have a
transit stop in that particular location.
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# Category
RTFP Title 1:
12 Transit Design

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION

Comment

3.08.120 B(1)a - Expanding this requirement from only Major
Transit Stops to include "or on transit routes designated in
the RTP" could be subject to challenges.

Source(s) Date
Washington County, City 4/9/10
of Sherwood

Recommendation
Amend to remove reference to "along transit routes" to be
consistent with the Transportation Planning Rule provision.

RTFP Title 1: 3.08.120B(1)b - In some cases (i.e. MAX stops along oDOoT 4/9/10 Amend section to clarify this provision applies to major transit
13 Transit Design  freeways) it is not appropriate to locate buildings within 20 stops, which by definition (in the Title 7 and the
feet of transit stops or provide a pedestrian plaza at transit Transportation Planning Rule) could be located within 200
stops. feet.
RTFP Title 1: OoDOT 4/9/10 No change recommended.This language is consistent with
Transit Design  For providing lighting at transit stops, consider additional/ the Transportation Planning Rule. TriMet can provide
more stringent standards for HCT stations versus bus stops. additional guidance to local governments on this issue.
Look at the draft HCT SEP Guidance, specifically the “urban
form measures” which includes building orientation, building
14 frontage, average block size, sidewalk coverage, and bicycle
facility coverage. Earlier versions also included measures for
pedestrian network connectivity (intersection density, safe
access to stations, mitigation of topographic challenges and
physical barriers) and bicycle network connectivity (miles of
bike facilities within 2 miles of station areas) .
RTFP Title 1: 3.08.130B 4 - Parking Management does not belong in this  City of Tigard 4/11/10 Amend introduction to clarify these these actions and
15 Pedestrian section. Parking does impact pedestrian conditions. Parking strategies are intended to support transit within designated
System Design management should be covered well enough in Title 6. pedestrian districts. Parking management is an important
strateqy to accomplish this.
RTFP Title 1: What is “interconnection” and how does one provide it? OoDOT 4/9/10 No change recommended. As defined by Webster's
16 Pedestrian dictionary, this term means "to connect with one another,"
System Design and is intended to mean providing sidewalks and bike facility
connections to transit stops or stations.
RTFP Title 1: 3.08.140 A(4) - Revise to read, "...along arterials and major  City of Milwaukie 4/9/10 Amend as follows, "...along arterials and major collectors
17 Bicycle Design  collectors and/or along nearby parallel routes." and nearby parallel routes."
RTFP Title 2: 3.08.210 A - This suggests that local governments need to  TPAC, Washington 4/9/10 Amend to clarify that local TSPs should incorporate regional
Transportation  reconfirm state and regional needs are adequately County needs as identified in the RTP, as follows, " Each city and
Needs supported and to take remedial action if they are not. county shall update its TSP to incorporate regional and
state transportation needs identified in the 2035 RTP,
and determine its own transportation needs fer-consisteney-
the 2035 RTP and to complete the transportation system-
18 plans-developed-underTitle1. The determination of local
transportation needs shall be based upon..." Local TSPs
are not required to reassess regional needs, but may identify
unaddressed regional needs in the more detailed analysis of
the local system. If that occurs, this provision provides a
process for forwarding the regional need to Metro for
amendment into the RTP, reflecting the iterative nature of the
regional and local TSP process.
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ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION

# Category Comment Source(s) Date Recommendation
RTFP Title 2: 3.08.210C - Currently, state rules that require us to take an  Washington County 4/9/10 Amend section to delete this provision. Existing state law
Transportation  exception for most improvements outside the UGB. The already directs that local governments must request an
Needs state is in a rulemaking process to address how to providing exception for transportation facilities located outside of the
19 services in urban reserves. Allow the state process continue urban growth boundary. OAR 660-012-0070 provides criteria
with the understanding that counties, which work directly and standards for requesting an exception. In addition, Title
with state rules now, will adjust to modifications that may 11 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (see
come out. Section 3.07.1110) directs concept planning in urban reserve
areas.
RTFP Title 2: 3.08.220A - Specify what it means for a city or county “to TPAC 3/26/10 No change is recommended The intent is for the city or
Transportation  consider” the strategies listed. county to document this provision in writing in the TSP
20 Solutions document and in their "findings of fact" adopted as part of the
TSP ordinance.
RTFP Title 2: 3.08.220 - This specifies that the City shall consider specific MTAC, City of Sherwood 4/5/10, Amend to better describe the intent of this section, "Each city
Transportation  strategies in priority order to meet the transportation needs. 4/9/2010 and county shall consideration-of the following strategies,
Solutions It is still unclear as to why the strategies must be evaluated listed in the order listed-ef prierity, to meet the transportation
in this particular priority order. Hypothetically, it may be that needs determined pursuant to section 3.08.210 and
strategy 2 and 5 work well together but 3 does little or is performance targets and standards pursuant to section
impractical. Rather, strategies 1-5 in combination should be 3.08.230. The city or county shall explain its choice ef a-lower
considered fully, with discussion on why certain strategies priority strategy over-a higher priority strategy of one or more
21 were not deemed the most appropriate. of the following strategies:.." A city or county may consider
combinations of the strategies listed as part of this analysis.
This approach is consistent with the federally-required
Congestion Management Process (CMP) steps and the
Oregon Highway Plan Major Improvement Policy 1G which
requires actions to maintain performance and improve safety
through system efficiency and management before adding
capacity.
RTFP Title 2: Revise 3.08.220A to add a reference to the targets and TPAC 3/26/10 Amend as requested.
22 Transportation  standards in Table 3.08-1 and Table 3.08-2 in the first
Solutions sentence; the strategies also serve as a basis for achieving
the performance targets and standards in these tables.
RTFP Title 2: Revise 3.08.220A(6) as follows, “Motor vehicle capacity TPAC 3/26/10 Amend as requested.
23 Transportation  improvements...only upon a demonstration that other
Solutions strategies in this subsection are not appropriate or cannot
adequately address identified transportation needs.”
RTFP Title 2: 3.08.220B - Add the following language, "Facility designis ODOT 4/9/10 Amend as requested.
24 Transportation  subject to the approval of the facility owner."
Solutions
RTFP Title 2: 3.08.220D - Corridor refinement plans or local TSPs may OoDOT 4/9/10 Amend as requested to eliminate the areas of special
Performance result in alternative mobility standards for entire corridors or concern designation. In addition, convert the mobility
Targets and segments. Thel Areas of Special Concern designation is no standard letter grades to volume/capacity ratios that match
25 Standards longer needed and can be managed either under the “no the Oregon Highway Plan Table 7 ratios to more clearly

further degradation” standard or through an alternative
mobility standard.

define the standard.
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April 28, 2010

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION

# Category Comment Source(s) Date Recommendation
RTFP Title 2: 3.08.230A - This section suggests the only purpose of the TPAC, Washington 3/26/10 Amend to move the highway performance provision to
Performance performance targets and standards is to improve County subsection E as follows, "To demonstrate progress toward
Targets and performance of state highways as much as feasible. This is achievement of performance targets in Tables 3.08-1 and
Standards one desired outcome. In addition, Locals should not need to 3.08-2 and to maintain performance of state highways
26 make findings of meeting state system performance within its jurisdiction as much as feasible and avoid their
standards separately as suggested by this provision. The further degradation, the city or county shall adopt the
RTP findings need to make this demonstration. Revise this following actions..." By adopting the actions, a local
subsection to include state highway performance in government can demonstrate through findings they are
Subsection F to link to other performance targets and making progress toward the targets and maintaining state
desired outcomes. highway performance as much as feasible.
RTFP Title 2: 3.08.230C(1) - Add reference to Table 3.08-2 (Motor vehicle TPAC 3/26/10 Amend as requested.
27 Performance performance standard).
Targets and
g
Standards
RTFP Title 2: 3.08.230 - It is unclear how a local government can assess ODOT 4/7/10 Amend to delete the following provision, "Will-netresult-in-
Performance whether a capacity improvement would shift unacceptable ‘motor vehicle capacity improvements that shift unacceptable
Targets and levels of congestion into neighboring jurisdictions along levels of congestion into neighboring jurisdictions along-

28 Standards shared regional facilities. shared-regionalfaceilities;..." The regional mobility corridor
strategies in Chapter 4 of the RTP provide a framework for
making this determination through amendments and updates
to the RTP.

RTFP Title 2: 3.08.230D - This reads as though local governments need to TPAC, Washington 3/26/10 Amend as follows, “If the city or county adopts mobility

Performance pre-authorize alternative mobility standards with the Oregon County 4/9/2010 standards for state highways different from those in Table
29 T , o ) . : o )

argets and Transportation Commission. 3.08-2..." to clarify that this provision only applies to state-

Standards owned facilities.

RTFP Title 2: 3.08.230E - Concern with having to evaluate accessibility TPAC, City of Tigard 3/26/2010, Amend to direct TSPs to include a broader set of

Performance and safety at the TSP level; these are more appropriate for 4/11/10 performance measures for evaluating and monitoring TSP
30 Targets and regional level analysis like Metro conducts for air quality and performance, and to eliminate the accessibility measure.

Standards greenhouse gas emissions.

RTFP Title 2: 3.08.230E - Clarify what this is intended to say” that reduce ODOT 4/9/10 Amend as follows, "Parking-development-and-management

Performance parking ratios as required by 3.08.410" or below what is plans-thatreduce-the-parking minimum and maximum ratios
31 Targets and required. in Centers and Station Communities asreguired-by-

Standards consistent with subsection 3.08.410A;

RTFP Title 2: 3.08.230F - It is important to have parking development and City of Tigard 4/11/10 Amend to allow parking management plans to be adopted as

Performance management plans and street design standards, but not a separate policy document and not necessarily as part of
32 Targets and necessarily as part of a TSP. This language suggests they the TSP.

Standards must be included in the TSP.

RTFP Title 2: 3.08.230F(2) - Revise to include reference to all of the TPAC 3/26/10 Amend as follows, "Designs for street, transit, bicycle,

33 Performance Transportation System Design provisions in Title 1, Section freight and pedestrian systems consistent with Title

Targets and 3.08-110 to Section 3.08.160. 1.Street design standards in section 3.08.110"
Standards
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ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION

# Category Comment Source(s) Date Recommendation
RTFP Title 4: 3.08.410H - this seems overly prescriptive and does not City of Sherwood 4/9/10 Amend as follows to provide more flexibility for different land
Parking respect that one size does not fit all. Bicycle parking demand use types, "To encourage the use of bicycles and ensure
Management in a center with close proximity to transit and higher density adequate bicycle parking for different land uses, cities
is going to be vastly different than areas further out and will and counties shall establish short-term and long-term
also vary by use. Suggestions for making this more bicycle parking mlnlmums%epabev&wepereenkeﬁeﬁ—
34 applicable region-wide would be to apply the 5% bicycle street-motor-vehicle-parking-provided.for:..." and to add OAR
parking minimum to commercial zones or uses only, with 660-012-0045(3)(a) provisions.
specific allowances that if the use does not cater to the
public or is typically a car oriented use (drive-through
restaurant or auto repair for example) the bicycle parking
minimum could be reduced further. Alternatively, consider
addina somethina similar to 3.08.410.B for this section.
RTFP Title 4: 3.08.410I - Parking Overall - Allow a broader array of City of Milwaukie 4/9/10 Amend as follows, " Cities and counties shall adopt parking
Parking potential solutions so a jurisdiction can decide which areas policies, management plans and regulations for Centers
Management warrant the more detailed study as follows, "Cities and and Statlon Communltles a&deﬁmeekml&l&&eﬂheﬁew
counties shall adopt parking policies, plans, or regulations
for Centers and existing HCT corridors. Such actions shall RTP- The policies, plans and requlations shall be
be designed to constrain surface off-street auto parking consistent with subsection A through H. Plans may be
supply, and manage use of this limited supply to support adopted in TSPs or other adopted policy documents and
active places. Parking management plans may focus on may focus on sub-areas of Centers. Plans shall include an
sub-areas of Centers, and shall include an inventory of inventory of parking supply and usage, a+range-of strategies-
35 parking supply and usage, a range of strategies for for-managingparking-supply-and-demand and an evaluation
managing supply and demand, and an evaluation of bicycle of bicycle parking needs with consideration of TriMet Bicycle
parking needs. Policies and regulations should include by- Parking Guidelines. Policies shall be adopted in the TSP.
right exemptions from minimum parking requirements, or Policies, plans and regulations must consider and may
policies to _encourage shared and structured parking." include the following range of strategies:.." This change
directs TSPs to include a range of parking policies to manage
parking demand and supply, and allows parking management
plans to be adopted as a separate policy document and for
subareas of centers.
RTFP Title 4: 3.08.410A, Revise to read, "Cities and county parking City of Milwaukie 4/9/10 Amend as requested.
36 Parking regulations shall meet-er setdewer minimums and
Management maximums as per the following:"
RTFP Title 4: 3.08.410B - Revise to state local governments "should" City of Milwaukie, City of 4/9/2010, Amend as follows to remove the reporting requirement, "
Parking establish a process for various and clarify to whom parking  Tigard 4/11/10 Cities and counties may establish a process to-consider for
37 Management variances should be reported. The reporting requirement variances from minimum and maximum parking ratios that
seems overly burdensome. includes criteria for variances."
RTFP Title 4: 3.08.410C - Revise last sentence to use the word "may" City of Milwaukie, City of 4/9/10, Amend as requested.
38 Parking instead of "should" to allow for consideration of a broader set Tigard 4/11/10
Management of parking practices.
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39 RTFP Title 5: 3.08.510C - The TPR -0060(8) considers the 2040 Central ODOT 4/9/2010, No change recommended. The 2040 Corridors and Station
Amendment of  City, Regional Centers, Town Centers and Main Streets as 4/22/10 Communities are defined as mixed-use areas in the 2040
Comprehensive “mixed use, pedestrian —friendly centers or neighborhoods” Growth Concept. In most cases they are currently served by
Plans that may take a 10% trip reduction — not corridors. The Title regional transit service, and the 2040 Growth Concept calls
6 UGMFP discussion is still ongoing, but should determine for all corridors to have high quality transit service to support
which design concept areas may qualify for a 30% trip mixed-use growth. In addition, the RTP analysis for these
reduction credit. The draft UGMFP Title 6 does not so far areas assumes a mix of housing and jobs consistent with
include specific standards for levels of densities and local comprehensive plan designations. The analysis is
intensities appropriate to support HCT and other levels of based on a level of mixed-use that is consistent with the
transit. ODOT supports the incentive versus regulation Transportation Planning Rule (TPR). OAR 660-012-
approach, but not with offering the 30% trip reduction and 0060(8)(b) does not distinguish between different kinds of
the lower mobility standards incentives for Station mixed-use areas, but does provide a list of characteristics
Communities without higher density targets for these areas. that could be present in a station communitiy or along a 2040
ODOT supports transit-supportive mixed use and higher corridor. If these characteristics exist, the area should be
densities in Corridors, but justification for a 30% reduction in considered mixed-use, and should be eligible for the trip
vehicle trips is just not there because of the significantly reduction credit if the actions identified in 3.08.230E and in
lower density, mix and design expectations and the lack of Title 6 of the UGMFP are adopted, and the area meets the
parking management requirements in 2040 Corridorst. other mixed-use characteristics identified in the TPR. Title 6
ODOT supports jurisdictions taking a 30% vehicular trip of the UGMFP references back to the provisions with the
reduction credit if they have met all of the system design and RTFP that must be adopted for local governments to be
TSMO requirements of Title 1 of the RTFP, plus the parking eligible for the lower mobility standards and 30 percent trip
management plans of section 3.08.410.1, plus the land use reduction credit to ensure consistency between the UGMFP
requirements of Title 6 of the UGMFP (provided Title 6 itself and RTFP.
is acceptable, which must include language prohibiting new
auto-dependent uses and setting adequate density
targets).Section 3.08.510.B: the reference to section
3.08.230.E should be added back in, as well as the
requirement to do a parking management plan per section
3.08.410.1 (not just the parking ratios per section
3.08.410A). In other words: to get the 30% trip reduction
"credit" jurisdictions have to meet specific RTFP as well as
UGMFP requirements. In the RTFP, Cities and Counties are
required to adopt Parking Management Plans for Centers
and Station Communities but not for Corridors. In the current
UGMFP Title 1, the "prescribed" density in Corridors is only
25 persons per acre (compared to 45 ppa in Station
Communities, 40 in Town Centers, and 39 in Main Streets).
RTFP Title 5: 3.08.510C - Why does the 30% apply only in centers? If City of Tigard 4/11/10 No change recommended. This provision provides a "safe
Amendment of these practices/actions are effective for reducing vehicle trip harbor" for Centers, Corridors and Station Communities if the
40 Comprehensive generation, then the credit should apply to areas that have actions identified in Title 6 of the UGMFP are adopted. OAR
Plans implemented them. I'm thinking the Tigard Triangle, but 660-012-0060 allows for a local government to make a case
there could be many examples. for a trip reduction credit in other mixed-use areas.
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RTFP Title 5: Section 3.08.510C - Revise as follows, “If a city or county TPAC 3/26/10 Amend as follows, "If a city or county adopts the actions set
Amendment of adopts the actions set forth in subseetion-E 3.08-230E and forth in subsection E and the land use actions set forth- in-
Comprehensive the land use actions...” section of Title 6 of the UGMFP, it shall be eligible for
Plans an automatic reduction of 30 percent below the vehicular trip
41 generation rates..." This amendment links back to the land
use actions proposed in Title 6 to the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan. The Title 6 section reference
will be added upon adoption of Title 6 in December 2010.
RTFP Title 6: An amendment to a TSP is not the same as an Update. An  City of Tigard 4/11/10 No change recommended. An update is an amendment of a
Compliance amendment does not change the forecast year for the plan. TSP. However, a definition of "update" has been added to
42 procedures It would be good to clarify. Title 7 (Definitions) to better define an "update" amendment.
Most TSPs in the region will need to be "updated" to a 2035
planning horizon.
RTFP Title 6: Section 3.08.610F - Revise to require a city or county to OoDOT 4/9/10 No change recommended. This provision applies to
Compliance submit an analysis of compliance of the amendment with the notification of the first hearing on a proposed amendment.
procedures RTFP. The staff report provided by local governments oftentimes
includes documentation of how the proposed amendment is
consistent with the RTFP. If insufficient information is
43 provided to assist Metro staff review, the COO will request
additional information. The compliance of the amendment will
be documented in the Findings of Fact that will be adopted
as part of the local TSP ordinance. Local governments are
required to submit the adopted ordinance to Metro within 14
days of final adoption per 3.08.610J.
RTFP Title 6: Section 3.08.610H - It does not seem appropriate for local ODOT 4/9/10 No change recommended. All transportation-related actions
Compliance governments to appeal to JPACT as part of the enforcement (including federal MPO actions) are recommended by JPACT
44 procedures for local compliance with the RTP. to the Metro Council. The Metro Council can approve the
recommendations or refer them back to JPACT with a
specific concern for reconsideration. Final approval of each
item, therefore, requires the concurrence of both bodies.
RTFP Title 6: 3.08.610A - Two years seems unrealistic for ocmpleting TSP City of Tigard 4/11/10 No change recommended. Metro staff has begun working
Compliance update. It could easily take 2 years to get funding if it's with local governments to develop a compliance schedule
45 procedures through TGM. TGM may not have enough funding for that will take into account local aspirations for completing
needed updates along with corridor refinement planning TSP updates. Section 3.08.620 also provides a process for
work that has been defined in the RTP. requesting an extension to the compliance deadline. The
TSP schedule may be adopted as part of the RTP ordinance.
RTFP Title 7 Add the following definitions - "Major transit stop," "Major City of Sherwood 4/9/10 Amend as requested.
46 Definitions driveway," "At" a major transit stop, and "near" a major
transit stop
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RTFP Title 7 Definition of Significant increase in Single Occupancy OoDOT 4/9/10 Amend the definition as follows, "...General purpose lanes
Definitions Vehicle (SOV) capacity for multi-modal arterials - This are defined as through travel lanes or multiple turn lanes.
defines general purpose lanes as through travel lanes or This also includes the construction of a new general purpose
multiple turn lanes. Generally turn lanes are not considered highway arterial-facility on a new location...An increase in
47 general purpose lanes. They may have the side effect of SOV capacity associated with a safety project is
adding capacity, but they have important safety benefits. considered significant only if the safety deficiency is
totally related to traffic congestion..." This mirrors the
definitionfor "significant increase in SOV capacity for reigonal
throuah-routes freeways."
48 Table 3.08-1 Table 3.08 - 1  Clarify whether the Regional Non-SOV ODOT, City of Tigard 4/9/2010, Amend as requested to clarify the targets are for the average
modal targets apply to peak hour or 24-hour period 4/11/10 weekday 24-hour period for the year 2035.
49 Throughout Clarify what provisions apply to TSP and/or land use TPAC 3/26/10 Amend as requested.
RTFP regulations.
RTP Bicycle & Show proposed regional trail along Sunrise Highway corridor Clackamas County 4/10/10 Amend as requested.
50 Pedestrian (1-205 to Rock Creek Junction); this is a proposed project in
System Maps ___the RTP.
RTP Project List Based on the draft TSP work for the City of Damascus, the  City of Damascus 4/22/10 Amend as requested.
Map alignment and modeling assumptions for RTP Project
51 #10076 SE Sunnyside Rd. Extension have changed. Please
update the project list map to reflect the changes based on
the TSP work.
RTP Chapter 2. Amend the Regional Bike and Regional Pedestrian Network Metro staff 4/28/10 Amend as requested.
System Maps  maps to show the Morrison bridge bike/ped path as solid
52 instead of dashed on the bike/ped system maps. This project
was recently completed.
RTP Chapter 2: There is a discrepancy between the vehicular functional OoDOT 4/28/10 No change recommended. The Tualatin Valley Highway TGM
System Maps  classification and the street design classification that we study and the OR 212 Corridor Plan/Damascus TSP will
have on Tualatin Valley Highway and OR 212 - Principal make recommendations for changing the designations based
Arterial is not supposed to go with Regional Street (plus, the on the analysis conducted through those efforts.
street design classification just ends in the middle of
53 Damascus...). Either revise the designations to be Principal
Arterial and Highway in the RTP, based on the OHP
Statewide/NHS designation, or let the Tualatin Valley
Highway TGM study and the OR 212 Corridor
Plan/Damascus TSP make recommendations for changing
the designations.
54 RTP Chapter 2 Amend Table 2.6 of the RTP to title the last column "number ODOT 4/26/10 Amend as requested.

of typical planned travel lanes."
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RTP Chapter 4 - The name of this mobility corridor is Tigard to Sherwood &  City of Sherwood 4/26/10 No change recommended. The 2035 RTP does not conduct
Mobility Corridor Sherwood to Newburg, but the corridor analysis falls an intersection level of analysis. The corridor analysis area
Strategies drastically short of providing any analysis of Highway 99W for Mobility Corridor #20 as shown on page 4-145 of the

55 through Sherwood, and ignores completely the section 2035 RTP includes OR 99W through Sherwood to the

between Sherwood and Newburg. Newburg city limits. Intersection level analysis through the
City of Sherwood could be examined as part of the City's
TSP update. if desired by the City.
RTP Chapter 4 - Sherwood has four major roadways which intersect with City of Sherwood 4/26/10 No change recommended. The needs assessment
Mobility Corridor Highway 99W: Roy Rogers Road/Tualatin-Sherwood Road, conducted for each mobility corridor strategy focused on
Strategies Edy Road, Meinecke Road, and Kruger-Elwert/Sunset Road. facilities identified on the regional system maps included in
Of these intersections only Roy Rogers/Tualatin-Sherwood Chapter 2 of the RTP. Roy Rogers Road and Tualatin-

56 Road was provided a basic analysis. The other roads Sherwood Road are on the regional roadway system map.
mentioned act as by-pass routes for traffic trying to avoid The roads mentioned are not on the regional roadway
travelling along Highway 99W. These intersections should system map; analysis of those facilities should be examined
also be included in the corridor analysis as they are directly as part of the City's TSP update.
impacted by Highway 99W traffic flows.

RTP Chapter 4 - Under the Safety Deficiencies (page 4-149), Highway 99W is City of Sherwood 4/26/10 Amend as requested to clarify the extent of the SPIS
Mobility Corridor rated as Category 4 and 5 based on the ODOT SPIS listing. information for OR 99W from Tigard through Sherwood to
Strategies Does this rating stop before Sherwood or does it continue on Newburg.

57 through Sherwood to Newburg? This analysis does not
specify the limits where the rating of 4 and 5 occur. A
discussion of the limits of the SPIS listing needs to be
provided for the extent of Corridor #20 through to Newburg.

RTP Chapter 4 - The emphasis of HCT for the near term solution to the traffic City of Sherwood 4/26/10 No change recommended. Appropriateness of HCT will be
Mobility Corridor problems along Highway 99W through Sherwood, and from examined through the Southwest Corridor Refinement Plan.
Strategies Sherwood to Newburg does not provide an adequate Other traffic issues identified in the comment should be

58 solution of the issues surrounding the intersections listed examined as part of the City's TSP update. This will also
above. The HCT goal should be placed secondary to allow for development of solutions to address more
correcting the more immediate needs, issues and problems immediate needs.
faced by traffic along Highway 99W at the intersections
listed above.

RTP Chapter 4 - Based on review of the mobility corridor strategies for City of Beaverton 3/29/10 Amend as requested.
59 Mobility Corridor corridors, #19, #21, and #22, we have provided comments
Strategies and recommended information for strategies to address
needs.
RTFP Title 2: Add back in the following provision 3.08.210C - A. If a city or Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 No change recommended. This is adequately addressed in
Transportation  county identifies transportation needs in an urban reserve, it Future Title 11 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan
Needs shall ensure planned improvements in the reserve are (see Section 3.07.1110), which directs concept planning in
60 contingent upon addition of the reserve to the UGB and link urban reserve areas. In addition, existing state law already

to transportation facilities within the UGB.

directs local governments to request an exception for certain
types of transportation facilities if they are located outside of
the urban growth boundary. OAR 660-012-0070 provides
criteria and standards for requesting the exception.
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RTFP Purpose: The objectives of the RTP listed in this section do not match Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 Amend as requested to reference the full set of goals
3.08.010 the vision for the RTP, or the RTP goals or objectives, listed Future included in the RTP.
in Chapter 2. The objectives listed also do not mention
61 addressing the transportation needs of underserved
communities.
Recommendation: Change outcomes to reflect the approved
RTP goals and objectives
RTFP Title 2: Timeframe for TSPs is not spelled out. Statute may require  Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 Amend Title 2, 3.08.210B(1) as follows, "The population and
62 Transportation that TSPs encompass the same time horizon as the RTP, Future employment forecast and planning period..." to clarify the
Needs but it would be clearer if it were spell out in the RTFP. TSP must be consistent with the RTP planning horizon.
RTFP Title 1: Revise 3.08.110D to include additional language needed to  Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 Amend 3.08.110D as follows, "7. Best practices and
Transportation  inform the local agency of the unique opportunities or Future designs as set forth in Green Streets: Innovative
System Design considerations to protect or enhance a particular site or Solutions for Stormwater, Street Crossings (2002) and
resource. Green streets and other guides are referenced in Trees for Green Streets: An lllustrated Guide (2002),
3.08.110A, but the language does not clearly make them Creating Livable Streets: Street Design Guidelines for
part of the consideration when deciding the appropriateness 2040 (2nd Edition, 2002), and state or locally-adopted
of a road network. Further, current language does not plans and best practices for protecting natural resources
consider best practices for protecting natural resources and and natural areas." The functional plan requires locals to
natural areas. complete a street connectivity plan in their TSPs that
Recommendation: Add conformity with the guides listed in implements street connections across stream corridors at
3.08.110A; add conformity with locally adopted watershed 800 to 1,200 foot spacing unless habitat quality or the length
plans; add “best practices for protecting natural resources of the crossing width prevents a connection. Title 3 of the
and natural areas, which would include consultation with Urban Growth Management Functional Plan maps high
63 surface water management agencies and local watershed quality habitat areas and regulations, and includes ESA listed
councils” as additional considerations for creation of a stream corridors. No other changes are recommended at this
network of streets. time pending completion of the following efforts: (1)
development of a wildlife corridors map for the region; (2)
development of a Regional Conservation Framework for
biodiversity; (3) completion of updates to the Livable Streets
and Green Streets Best Practices in Transportation Design
handbooks and (4) completion of the Lower Columbia River
Salmon and Steelhead Conservation and Recovery Plan.
The current language provides flexbility for local
governments to assess the appropriateness of increasing
connectivity on a site-by-site and project-by-project basis,
pending completion of a number of efforts that are underway
RTFP Title 1: Revise 3.08.120C to require jurisdictions to report how they Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 Amend 3.08.120C as follows, "C. Providers of public transit
Transit System have considered the needs of youth, seniors, people with Future service shall consider and document the needs of youth,
64 Design disabilities and environmental justice populations within the seniors, people with disabilities and environmental justice

city or county, including minorities and low-income families.

populations, including minorities and low-income families,
when planning levels of service, transit facilities and hours of
operation."”

12 of 18

Attachment 1 to Staff Report to Ordinance No. 10-1241



April 28, 2010

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION

# Category Comment Source(s) Date Recommendation
RTFP Title 2: Revise 3.08.210A(3) to require jurisdictions to report how Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 Amend 3.08.210A as follows, "3. Consideration and
Transportaiotn  they have considered the needs of youth, seniors, people Future documentation of the needs of youth, seniors, people with
65 Needs with disabilities and environmental justice populations within disabilities and environmental justice populations within the
the city or county, including minorities and low-income city or county, including minorities and low-income families."
families.
RTFP Title 2: The language change in the 4/16 draft regarding Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 No change recommended. The provision as written already
Transportation  consideration of multiple strategies should not apply to Future directs a local government to explain its choice of one or
Solutions situations when jurisdictions determine that a capacity more of strategies below, including its decision to increase
increase is necessary. Jurisdictions should still need to capacity over use of a higher priority strategy.
explain more specifically why strategies other than a
66 capacity increase are not appropriate or would not address
the issue.
Recommendation: “...The city or county shall explain its
choice of one or more of strategies below, including its
decision to increase capacity over use of a higher priority
strategy.”
RTFP Title 2: As written in Subsection A, performance targets in Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 Amend 3.08.230A to read as follows, "A. Each city and
Performance Subsection D are one of the alternatives to conformance Future county shall demonstrate that solutions adopted pursuant to
Targets and with Tables 3.08-1 and 3.08-2 even though language in section 3.08.220 will achieve progress toward the targets and
Standards Subsection D indicates that the performance measures are standards in Tables 3.08-1 and 3.08-2 and performance
67 additional requirements. measures in subsection D or toward alternative targets and
Recommendation: Limit alternative standards to standards adopted by the city or county pursuant to
Subsections B and C, and clarify that Subsection D is an subsections B, C-and-B. The city or county shall include the
additional requirement and that jurisdictions must show that regional targets and standards or its alternatives in its TSP."
their solutions achieve progress toward these solutions as
well.
RTFP Title 2: Subsection A refers to targets and standards, but does not  Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 Amend 3.08.230A to read as follows, "A. Each city and
Performance mention performance measures, which is the term used in ~ Future county shall demonstrate that solutions adopted pursuant to
Targets and Subsection D. section 3.08.220 will achieve progress toward the targets and
Standards Recommendation: Correct language in either Subsection A standards in Tables 3.08-1 and 3.08-2 and performance

or D to make the language consistent. (Chapter 2 of the RTP
refers to the elements of Subsection D as targets.)

measures in subsection D or toward alternative targets and
standards adopted by the city or county pursuant to
subsections B and C-and-D. The city or county shall include
the regional targets and standards or its alternatives in its
TSP."
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RTFP Title 2: In the present draft, TSPs do not need to include Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 No change recommended. The regional performance targets
Performance performance measures/targets for all of the performance Future were intended to apply to the Regional Transportation Plan,
Targets and targets in the RTP. with the expectation that if local governments adopted
Standards The targets missing are for climate change, clean air, specific actions in the RTFP and Urban Growth Management
affordability, and access to daily needs. They are all Functional Plan, this would be sufficient to demonstrate
categorized under environment and equity, and the current progress toward the RTP targets. Each local government
draft includes no measures/ targets that address equity has a role in helping the region achieve the RTP targets, but
considerations. This omission goes against the current it is unreasonable to expect all local governments to equally
direction of the RTP and of Metro’s six elements of a achieve the RTP targets due to differences in land use
successful region. The region needs to start addressing capacity. In lieu of requiring local governments to adopt the
issues of equity, access for all populations, air quality, and RTP targets, the RTFP requires TSPs to include performance
69 climate change, and many of the decisions on these issues measures for safety, VMT per capita, freight reliability,
happen at the local level. congestion and walking, biking and transit mode shares to
Recommendation: Require TSPs to include all of the evaluate and monitor TSP performance. This can be revisited
regional performance targets, but to analyze only the ones as part of the next RTP update as methodologies and tools
presently included. For the other targets, jurisdictions can for analysis of equity, access to daily needs, greenhouse gas
utilize Metro’s data. emissions, and affordability are further developed.Prior to the
next RTP update, Metro staff will research and recommend
improved evaluation tools and criteria for policy-making and
priority-setting in order to better understand how low-income,
minority, disabled and elderly populations are being served
by transportation policies and investment decisions.
RTFP Title 4: As the region considers developing BRT lines, parking ratios Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 Amend 3.08.410A(2) as follows, " ...a one-quarter mile
Parking referencing transit should clarify that BRT be treated like Future walking distance for bus transit or one-half mile walking
Management LRT rather than like other buses. Recommendation: distance forlightrail high capacity transit station, that area
70 Language should read “one half-mile from an HCT station” shall be added to Zone A. If 20-minute peak hour transit
rather than light rail (two instances), and language on buses service is no longer available to an area within a one-quarter
should be clarified to exclude BRT. mile walking distance for bus transit or one-half mile walking
distance ferfrom a high capacity-lightrail transit station,
RTFP Title 4: Zone A parking ratios are mandatory (“shall”) in some parts Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 No change recommended. A more detailed review and
Parking of the paragraph, but are weaker in other parts. To be clear Future analysis of the regional parking management requirements
Management and consistent about requirements, language regarding will be conducted prior to the next RTP update to provide a
71 pedestrian accessible areas should be mandatory. stronger technical basis for strengthening the existing

Recommendation: Change language to “Cities and counties
shall designate Zone A Parking Area Ratios in areas with
good pedestrian access...”

parking management requirements beyond what has been
identified to date.
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RTFP Title 4: This language provides a very big loophole that could Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 Revise 3.08.410C as follows, "Free surface parking shall be
Parking potentially blow out Parking Area Ratios. Recommendation: Future subject to the regional parking maximums for Zones A and B
Management Provide more specific regional guidelines for exempting from in Table 3.08-3. Following an adopted exemption
parking facilities from the parking standards. process and criteria, Cities and counties may exempt
parking structures; fleet parking..." Metro staff would the
process and criteria for their adequacy as part of the local
adoption process. More work is needed to determine what
parking management strategies should be implemented in
72 this region and where they could be applied. This effort could
define how to tailor the application of these strategies to
recognize different levels of development, transit service
provision and freight parking needs. This work could include
updating and expanding the existing inventory of parking
practices in the Metro region, and developing a parking
model code and a parking “best practices” handbook to guide
local implementation in the region. Functional plan
amendments may also be developed as part of this effort.
RTFP Title 7: The definition of chicane is incomplete and does not reflect  Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 Amend as follows, "H. “Chicane” means a movable or
Definitions its use as a design to slow down traffic. Future permanent barrier used to create extra turns in a roadway
73 to reduce motor vehicle speeds or to prevent cars from
driving across a pedestrian or bicycle accessway."
RTFP Title 7: The definition of deficiency is overly broad. As used inthe  Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 No change recommended. Deficiencies should be based on
Definitions RTFP, whether a deficiency exists depends on how a facility Future both performance and whether the facility meets the "typical
functions, including whether it meets operating standards in planned number of lanes" shown in Table 2.6 of the RTP. Itis
Table 3.08-2. Yet the definition of “deficiency” unnecessarily not intended that road capacity must be added if the facility
includes any time a throughway or arterial has fewer lanes falls below the standards in Table 3.08-2 or planned system
than indicated in the system concept. (“Examples include in Table 2.6. Other provisions in the RTFP will guide whether
74 throughway portions with less than six through lanes of that is the appropriate solution to address identified
capacity; arterial portions with less than four through lanes deficiencies.
of capacity....”) Recommendation: Change definition so
deficiency is based on performance, not road capacity.
Change examples and/or order of examples to de-
emphasize capacity increase as the primary way to address
deficiencies.
75 RTFP Title 7: Include a definition of High Capacity Transit. Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 Amend as requested.
Definitions Future
RTFP Title 7: The definition of low-incomce families is ambiguous. Oregon Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 Amend as follows, "Low-income families" means households
Definitions DHS uses the Federal Poverty Line (FPL) as its base and Future with incomes at or below the n ealth
has different standards depending on the program. The FPL i ines.who earned
76 itself is a very high threshold to be considered low-income, between 0 and 1.99 times the federal Poverty Level in
as it requires significantly lower income than the eligibility 1999." This definition is consistent with the U.S. census
requirements for a number of programs. For example, definition used to identify low-income populations in the RTP
Oregon WIC requires an income below 185% of FPL; CHIP background report, "Environmental Justice in Metro’s
is 200% of FPL. Transportation Planning Process."
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RTFP Title 7: Projects defined as safety projects should come under the  Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 This comment is under consideration, pending further
Definitions definition when the capacity increase is due to traffic Future direction from Federal Highway staff.
77 congestion in whole or in part (definition now requires that
safety deficiency be totally related to traffic congestion).
Possibilities: use >10% increase test, or >50% due to
congestion.
RTFP Title 7: The definition of Significant increase in SOV capacity on Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 This comment is under consideration, pending further
Definitions throughway - A greater than 10% increase in capacity to Future direction from Federal Highway staff.
78 alleviate a bottleneck should not be excluded from the
definition because the increase is due to auxiliary lanes
(definition is now limited to general purpose lanes).
RTFP Title 7: Definition for bottlenecks should include downstream Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 This comment is under consideration, pending further
79 Definitions effects as well as upstream. Future direction from Federal Highway staff.
RTFP Title 7: Definition of Significant increase in SOV capacity on Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 This comment is under consideration, pending further
Definitions multimodal arterial - Projects defined as safety projects Future direction from Federal Highway staff.
80 should come under the definition when the capacity increase
is partly due to traffic congestion (definition now requires
that safety deficiency be totally related to traffic congestion).
Could use >10% increase test as with a bottleneck.
RTFP Title 7: Definition of SOV is broad enough to encompass bicycles,  Coalition for a Livable 4/27/10 Amend as requested.
81 Definitions wheelchairs, etc. Recommendation: limit to motorized Future
vehicles to be used in roadway.
RTFP Title 1: Check the formatting of section 3.08.120B.2 - everything OoDOT 4/22/10 No change recommended. As written, subsection
82 Transit System there applies to major transit stops, so the sub-sections 3.08120B2(a) and (b) apply to all transit stops and (c) applies
Design should be labeled a through f rather than a through c with to major transit stops.
sub-sections c. i through iv.
RTFP Title 2: Section 3.08.230E: changing the land use reference from ODOT 4/22/10 No change recommended.
Performance Title 6 of the UGMFP to section 0035(2) of the TPR, which is
Targets and much more general, may be OK for purposes of
83 Standards "demonstrating progress" (or "doing the best they can"), but
it is not sufficient to be eligible for the 30% trip reduction and
lower V/C ratios.
RTFP Table Table 3.08.-2 - footnote C: has not been amended since the ODOT 4/26/10 Amend as requested to delete reference to footnote C for I-5
3.08-2: 2004 RTP (except for changing the chapter reference). In North, OR 99E and Sunset Highway). The footnote C then
Deficiency this (2010) RTP, mobility corridor refinement plans are no would only apply to I-405 loop, I-5 (Marquam Bridge to
Thresholds and longer anticipated for the specific facilities listed in the Wilsonville), OR 8, and 1-205. The mobility corridor concept
84 Operating Table, with the exception of I-405 ("Stadium Freeway"). is evolving and future RTP updates will reorganize Table 3.08-
Standards Footnote C should be removed from the Banfield (I-84), I-5 2 to more closely reflect the multi-modal concept established
North, OR 99E, and the Sunset Hwy (US 26). Corridor in this RTP, and recommended mobility policy for each
Refinement Plans are still expected to consider alternative corridor.
mobility corridor standards for a different set of mobility
corridors.
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April 28, 2010

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION

# Category Comment Source(s) Date Recommendation
RTFP Table Table 3.08-2 - portions of some of the highways listed in OoDOT 4/26/10 Amend as requested to delete footnote B — it is not needed
3.08-2: footnote B are no longer State highways. This is true for because the mobility standard for corridors is the same
Deficiency Sandy Boulevard (we still own the segment east of 1-205 whether it is an ODOT facility or a local facility.
Thresholds and within the Portland City limits), Farmington Road (we still
Operating own a small segment outside the City of Beaverton), and
Standards BH Hwy (we still own the segment in Washington County).
85 We no longer own any segment of Hall Blvd in Beaverton,
but we do own Hall Blvd in Tigard, which then changes
name to Durham Rd and Boones Ferry Rd. These could be
listed as "Urban Arterials that are in full or in part state
highways....." since jurisdictional boundaries may change
again, and some are difficult or lengthy to describe exactly
(ODOT uses milepoints, not the names of intersecting
streets).
RTFP Table Table 3.08-2 - Footnote A - Revise the 2nd hour definition to ODOT 4/26/10 Amend as requested.
3.08-2: be consistent with current practice, the single 60 minute
86 Deficiency period either before or after the peak 60 minute period,
Thresholds and whichever is highest.
Operating
Standards
RTFP Table Table 3.08-2 - Define mid-day peak hour, such as noon-1pm ODOT 4/26/10 Amend as requested to define the mid-day peak hour as the
3.08-2: or the highest 60 minute period between the hours of 10 am highest 60-minute period between the hours of 9 am and
87 Deficiency and 2pm. 3pm as this is the time of day that is important to monitor to
Thresholds and protect freight reliability. This is the evaluation period local
Operating governments are required to analysis pursuant to Title 4 of
Standards the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.
RTFP Table Table 3.08-2 - Revise state highway references to OoDOT 4/26/10 Amend as requested to consistently refer to state route
3.08-2: consistently refer to route numbers and/or common names. numbers.
Deficiency
88 Thresholds and
Operating
Standards
RTFP Table Table 3.08-2 - Add a table note to refer to the OHP Action OoDOT 4/26/10 No change recommended. As a comprehensive system
3.08-2: 1F1, which includes language about V/C standards for plan, the RTP level of analysis is at a broad system-level,
Deficiency interchanges - basically .85 or .90. The ODOT Mobility and does not attempt to address localized congestion at
Thresholds and Standards Guidelines affirms that these interchange intersections or interchanges and ramps, and as a result
Operating standards apply in the Metro area, and that Table 7 applies does not include standards for this level of analysis. In
Standards to the mainlines. addition, the region requests the Oregon Transportation
89 Commission and Land Conservation and Development
Commission to work with Metro and other stakeholders to
conduct a comprehensive and coordinated review and
update to the Transportation Planning Rule, Oregon Highway
Plan and mobility standards, and state procedures manuals
and guidelines to more fully integrate the Oregon
Transportation Plan policies and state greenhouse gas goals.
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ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION

# Category Comment Source(s) Date Recommendation
RTFP Title 2: RTFP section 3.08.210A(2): add some language in here OoDOT 4/26/10 No change recommended. The TPR already defines the
Transportation that clarifies that "identification of facilities that exceed the proportionality of the analysis required for a local and
Needs deficiency thresholds" requires an operational level of regional transportation system plans versus plan
analysis. the regional model on which the RTP is based amendments. As a comprehensive system plan, the RTP
does not identify intersection level deficiencies and level of analysis is at a broad system-level, and does not
solutions such as turn lanes and signal improvements, which attempt to address localized congestion at intersections or
are part of TSMO strategies and which are often interchanges. The TPR places a higher burden of proof on
implemented as plan amendments and development occur plan amendments to demonstrate through an operational
90 through SDCs. Solutions for needs identified through the level of analysis that the effect of the amendment will not
intersection-level operational analysis should be included in result in further degradation from the baseline. Therefore,
TSPs and on lists of improvements eligible to be funded local governments use the RTP model as a base for an
through SDCs etc, and eventually in the RTP project list. operational level of analysis to simulate the impact of the
Last year's memo to the OTC about alternative mobility proposed land use change on the transportation system to
strategies included the principle that ODOT should still be determine the effect of the plan amendment. A local
able to require identification and implementation of such government may choose to conduct an intersection level of
localized needs and solutions through development review. operational analysis as part of their TSP update to identify
needs and solutions.
RTFP Title 1: Amend section 3.08.110 in RTFP to add the following, " To  ODOT 4/28/10 Amend as requested with the following additional language in
Street System  protect the capacity, function and safe operation of double underscore, " To protect the capacity, function and
Design existing and planned state highway interchanges, or safe operation of existing and planned state highway
planned improvements to interchanges, cities and interchanges, or planned improvements to interchanges,
counties shall, to the extent feasible, restrict driveway cities and counties shall, to the extent feasible, restrict
and street access in the vicinity of interchange ramp driveway and street access in the vicinity of interchange
terminals consistent with Oregon Highway Plan Access ramp terminals consistent with Oregon Highway Plan
Management Standards and accommodate local Access Management Standards and accommodate local
circulation on the local system to improve safety and circulation on the local system to improve safety and
minimize congestion and conflicts in the interchange minimize congestion and conflicts in the interchange
area." area. Public street connections, consistent with regional
91 street design and spacing standards in Section 3.08.110,
shall be encouraged and shall supercede this access
street parking shall be allowed where appropriate.” The
Oregon Highway Plan does not clearly define how to balance
connectivity and access management objectives; the
additional language provides additional guidance to ensure
consistency with regional connectivity and street design
policies that are being implemented through the RTFP,
Section R 08 110
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING THE AIR ) RESOLUTION NO. 10- 4150
QUALITY CONFORMITY DETERMINATION )
FOR THE 2035 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION ) Introduced by Chief Operating Officer
PLAN AND THE 2010-2013 METROPOLITAN ) Michael Jordan with the Concurrence of
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT ) Council President David Bragdon

)

PROGRAM.

WHEREAS, clean air contributes to the health of Metro residents and their quality of life; and

WHEREAS, the federal Clean Air Act and other federal laws, including CFR 93.100 through
CFR 93.128 contain air quality standards designed to ensure that federally supported activities meet air
quality standards, and these federal standards apply to on-road transportation plans, programs and
activities in the Metro area; and

WHEREAS, Chapter 340, Division 252, Transportation Conformity, of Oregon Administrative
Rules was adopted to implement section 176(c) of the federal Clean Air Act, as amended, and these rules
also apply to Metro area on-road transportation plans, programs and activities; and

WHEREAS, these federal and state regulations require an air quality conformity determination
whenever the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is updated and require that the transportation
improvement program conform to the air quality regulations consistent with the 2035 RTP; and

WHEREAS, in December, 2009, the Metro Council approved, subject to air quality conformity
determination, the update of the 2035 RTP, as stated in Resolution No. 09-4099, For the Purpose of
Accepting the Draft 2035 Regional Transportation Plan, with the Following Elements for Final Review
and Analysis for Air Quality Conformance: the Transportation Systems Management and Operations
Action Plan; the Regional Freight Plan; the High Capacity Transit System Plan and the Regional
Transportation Functional Plan; and

WHEREAS, in August, 2007, the 2008 - 2011 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement
Program (MTIP) was approved by the Metro Council by Resolution No. 07-3824, For the Purpose of
Approving an Air Quality Conformity Determination For the 2008-2011 Metropolitan Transportation
Improvement, assuming the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan Financially-Constrained System; and

WHEREAS, the Air Quality Conformity Determination dated March 22, 2010, included in
Exhibit "A" and attached hereto, demonstrates that the financially-constrained system of the 2035 RTP
and the timing and design of the projects included in the 2010-2013 MTIP can be built and the resulting
total air quality emissions, to the year 2035, are forecast to be substantially less than the motor vehicle
emission budgets, or maximum transportation source emission levels; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED that the Metro Council hereby:

1. Approves the air quality conformity determination attached to this resolution as Exhibit

"A."
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2. Directs the Chief Operating Officer to forward the Air Quality Conformity Determination
dated March 22, 2010, to the Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit

Administration for approval.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 10th day of June, 2010.

David Bragdon, Council President
Approved as to form:

Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney
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Exhibit A to Resolution No. 10-4150

Air Quality Conformity Determination
March 22, 2010

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
and

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
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STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 10- 4150, FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING
THE AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY DETERMINATION FOR THE 2035 REGIONAL
TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND THE 2010-2013 METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM.

Date:  April 29, 2010 Prepared by: Mark Turpel

BACKGROUND

Overview

Federal regulations require that at least every four years the transportation plan be updated with a new
time horizon, updated jobs and housing forecasts and updated information about available funds,
including federal funds, for the new time period. The updated transportation plan, (know as the Regional
Transportation Plan, or RTP, in the Metro area) with these new factors taken into consideration, must then
be tested to see if it meets the federal Clean Air Act and state air quality regulations. In addition, the
transportation improvement program (called the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program or
MTIP in the Metro area) must be re-conformed, or re-tested, against the air quality standards within six
months of the adoption of the new transportation plan. These air quality analyses — known as air quality
conformity determinations - must demonstrate compliance with all federal and state determined air
pollutants for the area so that the region, the Oregon Department of Transportation and local jurisdictions
can continue to be eligible to receive federal funds for transportation projects within the region.

The Metro area is in compliance with the standards for all air pollutants regulated by federal and state
regulations. However, the current status of air quality in the Metro region is that it is a “maintenance”
area for Carbon Monoxide. That is, while the region has greatly reduced Carbon Monoxide levels and
has not exceeded maximum levels since 1989, it still must monitor Carbon Monoxide levels and complete
air quality conformity determinations for Carbon Monoxide emissions from on-road transportation
sources. The way that this analysis is done is that the region’s projected growth to the transportation plan
horizon year (2035) and the transportation investments included in the financially constrained RTP (of
which the MTIP is a subset) are estimated in Metro’s travel forecast model. These travel results are then
used with the Environmental Protection Agency’s approved MOBILES®.2 air quality model to determine
air pollutant levels from on-road sources. These emission levels are then compared with the motor
vehicle emission budgets, or maximum air pollution levels of Carbon Monoxide from on-road
transportation sources, as determined by the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission based on the
analysis and recommendations of the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality.

Carbon Monoxide Conformity Determination

Exhibit "A" to Resolution No. 10- 4150, “For the Purpose of Approving the Air Quality Conformity
Determination for the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan and the 2010-2013 Metropolitan Transportation
Improvement Program,” is the March 22, 2010 Air Quality Conformity Determination that includes a
Carbon Monoxide emission analysis of on-road transportation sources from the region based on the 2035
RTP and 2008-2011 MTIP.

The analysis shows that federal and state air quality standards for Carbon Monoxide can easily be met no
and in the future in the Metro region considering the combined emissions generated from on-road
vehicles using: 1) the existing transportation system, and, 2) the projects included in the 2008-2011
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Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program; and, 3) all of the other improvements included in the
financially constrained system of the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan; and 4) all other local
transportation projects that are considered regionally significant.

Accordingly, approval of the air quality conformity determination can be considered.

If approved, the conformity determination must be forwarded to the Federal Highways Administration
and Federal Transit Administration, who, after conferring with the EPA, may approve the conformity
determination.

Compliance with SAFETEA-LU

In December 2009 with the Metro Council adoption of Resolution No. 09-4099, For the Purpose of
Accepting the Draft 2035 Regional Transportation Plan, with the Following Elements for Final Review
and Analysis for Air Quality Conformance: the Transportation Systems Management and Operations
Action Plan; the Regional Freight Plan; the High Capacity Transit System Plan and the Regional
Transportation Functional Plan, the region took action, in part, based on following the requirements of the
federal transportation act. The lone outstanding gap is the air quality conformity determination.

Now that the air quality conformity analysis has been completed by the region, final action on the 2035
RTP and 2010-2013 MTIP may be considered consistent with all federal transportation regulations.

ANALYSIS/INFORMATION
1. Known Opposition  None.
2. Legal Antecedents

Federal regulations include:
* Clean Air Act, as amended [42 U.S. C. 7401 and 23 U.S.C. 109(j)], as amended].
e US EPA transportation conformity rules (40 CFR, parts 51 and 93).

State regulations include:
» Oregon Administrative Rules for Transportation Conformity, (OAR Chapter 340, Division 252).
* 2006 State Implementation Plan (SIP).

e 2006 Portland Area Carbon Monoxide Maintenance Plan and 2007 Portland Area Ozone
Maintenance Plan.

Metro legislation includes:

* Resolution No. 03-3381A, “For the Purpose of Adopting the 2004-2007 Metropolitan
Transportation Improvement Program for the Portland Metropolitan Area” adopted by the Metro
Council on December 11, 2003.

» Resolution No. 03-3382A-02, “For the Purpose of Adopting the Portland Area Air Quality
Conformity Determination for the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan and 2004-2007
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program” adopted by the Metro Council on January
15, 2004.
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» Resolution No. 05-3529A, “For the Purpose of Allocating $62.2 Million of Transportation
Priorities Funding for the Years 2008 and 2009, Pending Air Quality Conformity Determination”
adopted by the Metro Council on March 24, 2005.

* Resolution No. 05-3589A, “For the Purpose of Amending the Regional Transportation Plan to
Move the 1-205 Northbound Onramp/Airport Way Interchange Improvement From the Illustrative
List to the Financially Constrained List” adopted by the Metro Council on June 9, 2005.

* Resolution No. 07-3824, “For the Purpose of Approving An Air Quality conformity
Determination for the 2008-2011 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program” adopted
by the Metro Council on August 16, 2007.

* Resolution 07-3831B, “For the Purpose of Approving The Federal Component of the 2035
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Update, Pending Air Quality Conformity Analysis” adopted
by the Metro Council on December 13, 2007.

» Resolution No. 09-4099 “For the Purpose of Accepting the Draft 2035 Regional Transportation
Plan, With the Following Elements, For Final Review and Analysis For Air Quality
Conformance: The Transportation System Management and Operations Plan; The Regional
Freight Plan; The High Capacity Transit System Plan; and The Regional Transportation
Functional Plan” adopted by the Metro Council on December 17, 2009.

3. Anticipated Effects: Approval of this resolution allows for funding of proposed transportation
projects in the 2010-2013 MTIP and advancing the goals of the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan.
With approval, staff will submit the Air Quality Conformity Determination and findings to the U.S.
Department of Transportation for approval.

4. Budget Impacts: None directly by this action. Upon approval of this action, the some of the
projects included in the 2010-2013 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program would
provide partial funding support for some of the region’s transportation planning activities that might
otherwise have a reduced scope, be delayed or not be undertaken.

RECOMMENDED ACTION
Staff recommends approval of Resolution No. 10- 4150.
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Date: May 5, 2010
To: MPAC
From: MPAC employment subcommittee:

Robin McArthur, Metro, Chair of Subcommittee
Mayor Shane Bemis, City of Gresham, Chair of MPAC
Mayor Sam Adams, City of Portland

Mayor Denny Doyle, City of Beaverton

Councilor Carl Hosticka, Metro

Councilor Rod Park, Metro

Mayor Jerry Willey, City of Hillsboro

Richard Whitman, Director of DLCD

Charlie Allcock, PGE

Gary Barth, Clackamas County

Steve Dotterer and Bob Clay, City of Portland

Susie Lahsene, Port of Portland

Steve Peterson, CH2M Hill

Patrick Quinton, PDC

Pat Ribellia, City of Hillsboro

Doug Rux, City of Tualatin

Mike Wells, Cresa Partners; Mark Clemons, Group Mackenzie

Re: Final report to MPAC on addressing large-industrial-site demand

Background:

Attracting and retaining traded-sector industrial companies is critical to the region’s economic
prosperity. Traded-sector companies sell goods to buyers outside of the Metro region, bringing
additional wealth into the region. The 2009 Urban Growth Report (UGR) identified demand for an
additional 200 to 1,500 acres in large lot configurations (more than 50 buildable acres in a single site) for
traded-sector industrial uses. The MPAC employment subcommittee was formed to consider how the
growth management decisions that will be made in December 2010 can address large lot demand and
help the region to achieve its desired outcomes.



The subcommittee’s recommendations to MPAC include short-term and long-term strategies, which are
elaborated on in the body of this memo:

Short-term strategies for providing large sites

Strengthen Title 4 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan to protect against specific
conflicting uses (parks, schools, churches) in Regionally Significant Industrial Areas

Create a large-site-metering system

When making a growth management decision in 2010, consider factors such as the current
trend in unemployment rates, the employment forecast, the need for site choices, and the
region’s history of developing large lots added to the UGB.

Long-term strategies for providing large sites

Pursue new infrastructure funding strategies to make sites development-ready
Elevate brownfield cleanup to a regional priority

Require concept planning of urban reserves before UGB expansion

Revamp Title 4 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan to recognize blurry
boundaries between employment uses

Explore the concept of large-lot industrial tax deferral

This memo is organized under two broad themes:

Recommendations for large sites already inside the UGB
Recommendations if UGB expansions are made to provide additional large sites

Subcommittee recommendations for large sites already inside the UGB
1. Strive to make the region’s large lot inventory development-ready:

An inventory of vacant sites is, alone, inadequate for attracting traded-sector industrial
employers. The region should have a goal to increase its supply of development-ready sites. This
would better align local and regional efforts with Statewide Planning Goal 9 (Economic
Development), which calls for maintaining a competitive short-term supply of land for
employment uses. Multiple public and private entities must collaborate to achieve a goal of
making a site development ready within 180 days of approval of a development application.
Infrastructure must be available, zoning must be adopted, and the site must be annexed into a
city. The actions recommended in this memo would help to increase the number of
development-ready sites in the region.

2. Protect unique industrial areas from conflicting uses:

Regulations are essential for protecting large industrial sites from conversion to non-industrial
uses. However, there is a need to tailor land use regulations and other strategies to achieve a
better balance of public and private sector benefits and burdens. The subcommittee
recommends further work on two possible options:

Balance public and private interests with a large-lot industrial tax deferral program

Oregon’s farm use tax assessment program could serve as a model for tax assessment of large,
vacant industrial sites. Under the farm use assessment system, lands kept in active farm use are
assessed at a lower rate through use of a tax deferral. The subcommittee recommends Metro
staff research the feasibility of an industrial tax deferral program. Such a system could offset the
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use restrictions placed on these sites as they await industrial development. The program would
also seek to ensure that public infrastructure investments serve their intended purpose (to serve
future industrial areas). Depending on the circumstances, market-rate back taxes could be
collected on properties that get used or rezoned for non-industrial purposes.

The subcommittee recommends further exploration of the applicability of this concept for large,
vacant industrial sites. Because this type of program would require legislative changes, it is a
longer-term recommendation.

Issues for further discussion regarding a large lot tax deferral system

1. How much foregone tax revenue would such a system entail? Are there other funding
mechanisms that could limit the fiscal impacts to cities if this program were instituted?

2. What are the financial incentives and disincentives that would need to be created in order
for the program to work? For example, what level of back taxes may need to be incurred to
discourage conversion of industrial land to non-industrial uses?

3. Isthere a way to use this type of program as an incentive to encourage lot assembly?

4. What legislative changes would be necessary and how likely is it that efforts to change the
law would be successful?

Focus Title 4 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan on protecting Regionally
Significant Industrial Areas

Title 4 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan seeks to provide and protect a supply
of sites for employment by limiting the types and scale of non-industrial uses in Regionally
Significant Industrial Areas, Industrial and Employment Areas.

In the short-term (before any UGB expansions are made in 2010), the subcommittee
recommends that Title 4 be amended to prohibit new schools, places of assembly, recreation
facilities and parks (with exceptions for habitat protection) in Regionally Significant Industrial
Areas.

In the long-term (2011), the subcommittee recommends more significant changes to Title 4 and
the Title 4 map. These changes would implement the recommendations of the 2004 Greater
Metropolitan Employment Lands Study (GMELS). Generally, the proposed changes are:

e Work with jurisdictions in the region to identify key industrial sanctuaries with unique site
characteristics or infrastructure facilities.

e Focus regulations on protecting the region’s most important industrial areas and their
associated public facilities (e.g. transportation facilities)

e Loosen regulations in other employment areas to allow for a wider range of uses that
reflects the sometimes blurry lines between industrial and non-industrial uses

3. Prioritize brownfield cleanup as a strategy for increasing the region’s supply of development-
ready sites:
Some traded-sector industrial uses require large sites with marine or other specialized terminal
access or, more generally, locations in existing urban areas. These needs cannot be
accommodated through UGB expansions. However, some of the region’s large industrial sites
are contaminated. Brownfield cleanup will be essential in order to accommodate some priority
sectors.



The subcommittee recommends that brownfield cleanup be elevated to a regional priority.
Brownfield cleanup should be as much of a funding priority as paying for the infrastructure
necessary to make greenfield sites development-ready. New sources of funding are needed for
cleanup. Federal and State legislative changes are needed to reduce future property owner
liabilities.

The subcommittee suggests identifying the large sites that are regional priorities for cleanup.
This could be accomplished through the use of a tiered list of priority sites. The subcommittee
also recommends documenting the potential cleanup costs for high-priority brownfield sites.

4. Pursue new infrastructure funding strategies to make sites development-ready:

Sites will not be development-ready if public facilities are not available. Existing infrastructure funding
mechanisms are inadequate for ensuring the region’s economic competitiveness. According to Metro’s
2008 Regional Infrastructure Analysis, the estimated cost of building the public and private facilities
needed to accommodate growth in jobs and housing in the three-county Portland region through 2035
is $27-41 billion. Traditional funding sources are expected to cover only about half that amount. Even if
the region does not experience this projected growth, $10 billion is needed just to repair and rebuild our
existing infrastructure. The subcommittee recommends that new collaborative funding strategies be
explored at the local, regional, and state level.

Subcommittee recommendations if UGB expansions are made

5. Require concept planning of urban reserves before UGB expansion:
A critical step towards providing development-ready sites is to complete some level of concept
planning for urban reserve areas. The intergovernmental agreements that were signed by Metro
and the three counties on urban and rural reserves require that concept planning be completed.
These concept plans® will provide more certainty for how an area will be developed, could be
used to market sites to potential firms, and would provide the means for making UGB
expansions that intentionally accomplish regional and community goals. Pre-expansion concept
planning would be necessary to make the UGB metering process, summarized in
recommendation six, function properly.

The subcommittee recommends that pre-UGB-expansion concept plans be specific enough to
inform UGB expansion decisions, but not be overly-prescriptive such that they become
immediately outdated or preclude some degree of flexibility with future land uses.

Recommended contents of a concept plan for large lot industrial uses
A pre-expansion concept plan for large lot industrial uses should describe the following.

1. The suitability of the site for particular industry sectors.

The general locations of the types of uses desired for the area.

3. The general locations of sewer, water and storm-water systems and transportation
facilities, and a description of either connections of these systems to existing systems
within the UGB or a description of how decentralized infrastructure systems may be
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longer-term recommendation for future UGB expansion areas.



configured on site. These descriptions should include preliminary estimates of the
costs to provide the facilities and services.

4. Natural features that will be subject to protection under Titles 3 and 13 of Metro’s
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.

5. Anunderstanding between or among the county, the city or cities that will provide any
urban service to the area, and other service providers that determines which city, cities
or special districts will be the eventual providers of urban services.

6. Anunderstanding between or among the county and the city or cities that determines
the city or cities that will have authority to annex the area, or portions of it, following
addition to the UGB.

7. An evaluation of possibilities for the assembly of smaller taxlots.

Issues for further discussion regarding concept planning
The subcommittee recommends further discussion of the following issues regarding pre-UGB-
expansion concept planning:

1. Who will pay for concept planning?

What level of plan specificity is appropriate?

3. Before UGB expansions are made, cities have a greater leverage to encourage
cooperation amongst landowners to assemble larger sites for industrial uses. After UGB
expansions are made, it is more likely that there will be landowners that will hold out
for high sales prices. Because cities are unable to provide landowners with any
certainty that their properties will be included in the UGB in the near term, devising a
strategy for lot assembly before UGB expansions are made would be challenging. To
address this challenge, the subcommittee proposes the following ideas for further
consideration:

a. Cities could enter into option agreements with landowners to assemble
large sites.

b. Service providers could withhold services to properties until a taxlot
assembly plan or agreement is in place for a UGB expansion area.

N

6. Create a land-metering mechanism to maintain the region’s inventory of large industrial sites:
Growth management decisions made in 2010 will provide an additional 200 to 1,500 acres in
large site configurations. In order to ensure that the region maintains a supply of large industrial
sites that is competitive with other regions, the MPAC employment subcommittee recommends
the creation of a land-metering process that operates in the intervening years of the five-year
growth management decision cycle.

With a land-metering mechanism, as large sites inside the UGB get developed, they would be
replenished through fast-track UGB expansions or through an action that makes land inside the
UGB available (e.g. taxlot assembly or brownfield cleanup?®)®. The Metro Council would return
the region’s large-site supply to its baseline target within a year of notification that ground has
been broken on a large site.

2 Standards need to be developed to determine whether a brownfield has been cleaned sufficiently to make it part of
the large site inventory. An example of possible standards for brownfield cleanup are those that DEQ applies.

® To satisfy state law, before expanding the UGB, Metro would first need to determine whether efficiency measures
can be taken.



Regional large-lot demand and supply would again be reassessed in the 2014 urban growth
report, which would be the basis for a growth management decision in 2015. The large lot
supply that results from those decisions would be the new baseline inventory inside the UGB to
maintain through 2030. The metering process would again be used in those intervening years to
maintain a competitive supply within the UGB.

Elements of large-site-metering mechanism

1. With the 2010 growth management decision, the Metro Council establishes a baseline
target for the number of vacant, buildable large sites to be maintained inside the UGB.

2. Metro and local governments identify the urban reserves with potential to provide large
sites once inside the UGB.

3. Metro and local governments monitor the large-site supply inside the UGB.

4. The Metro Council adopts a fast-track process for adding industrial land to the UGB from
urban reserves.

5. When the supply drops below the target (large sites are no longer vacant or buildable),
the Metro Council has one year to return the baseline supply of large sites to its target.
This can be accomplished either through efficiency measures such as brownfield
cleanup and taxlot assembly or through a UGB expansion. If the UGB is expanded, use
the fast-track process between five-year capacity cycles, or the legislative process
associated with the next cycle if the drop occurs within one year of the capacity analysis.
In making UGB expansions, consider the efficient distribution of employment
opportunities throughout the region.

6. The Metro Council reviews the target to adjust to market changes at each five-year
capacity cycle.

7. Aim to accommodate priority traded-sector industries when making growth management
decisions:
A number of cities in the region have recently completed economic opportunity analyses (EOAs)
that describe their economic development priorities®. These priorities include attracting several
industries in traded sectors that have preferences for large lots. The specific site preferences of
priority sectors listed in EOAs as well as the freight facilities that support those sectors should be
a particular focus in upcoming growth management decisions.

8. Location matters: policy considerations to guide where within the 200-to-1,500-acre range to plan:
Individual industry sectors and clusters have specific site size, transportation network,
infrastructure, and labor needs. Efforts to attract firms in these sectors could be more successful
if there are a variety of sites in a variety of locations from which to choose. When deciding
where within the 200-to-1,500-acre range to plan, MPAC and the Metro Council should plan for
a point in the range that provides future firms with adequate site choices.’

* Note — other sectors are also economic development priorities for cities in the region. This short list only includes
traded-sector industries that have historically had a preference for large sites and that are mentioned in EOAs.
Included are manufacturing (especially high-tech, solar, medical devices, and advanced manufacturing) and
logistics, warehousing, and distribution (including marine and air terminal uses).

> If a land-metering process is adopted, as described in recommendation number six, it could reduce the risk of
making more modest cyclical UGB expansions.



Examples of factors that influence demand and potential supply include:

Current unemployment rates

Employment forecast

Potential adoption of a large-site-metering mechanism
Potential adoption of additional protections for industrial areas
Need for site choices to attract traded-sector firms and clusters
History of development in past UGB expansion areas

Current industrial building vacancy rates



Materials following this page were distributed at the meeting.
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TITLE 11: PLANNI NG FOR NEW URBAN AREAS

3.07. 1105 Purpose and I ntent

The Regi onal Framework Plan calls for |ong-range planning to
ensure that areas brought into the UG are urbanized efficiently
and becone or contribute to m xed-use, wal kable, transit-
friendly communities. It is the purpose of Title 11 to guide such
| ong-range planning for urban reserves and areas added to the
UGB. It is also the purpose of Title 11 to provide interim
protection for areas added to the UG until city or county
amendnents to | and use regulations to all ow urbani zati on becone
applicable to the areas.

3.07.1110 Pl anning for Areas Designated U ban Reserve

A. The county responsible for | and use planning for an urban
reserve and any city likely to provide governance or an urban
service for the area, shall, in conjunction with Metro and
appropriate service districts, develop a concept plan for the
urban reserve prior to its addition to the UG pursuant to Metro
Code 3.01.015 and 3.01.020. The date for conpletion of a concept
pl an and the area of urban reserves to be planned wll be
jointly determ ned by Metro and the county and city or cities.

B. A concept plan shall achieve, or contribute to the
achi evenent of, the follow ng outcones:

1. If the plan proposes a m x of residential and
enpl oynment uses:

a. Amx and intensity of uses that will make
efficient use of the public systens and
facilities described in subsection C

b. A devel opnent pattern that supports pedestrian
and bicycle travel to retail, professional and
civic services,;

c. Opportunities for a range of needed housing

types;



d. Sufficient enploynent opportunities to support a
heal t hy econony, including, for proposed
enpl oynment areas, lands with characteristics,
such as proximty to transportation facilities,
needed by enpl oyers;

e. Wl | -connected systens of streets, bikeways,
parks and ot her public open spaces, natural
areas, recreation trails and public transit;

f. Protection of natural ecol ogical systens and
i nportant natural |andscape features;

g. Avoi dance or m nim zation of adverse effects on
farmand forest practices and inportant natural
| andscape features on nearby rural |ands; or

2. If the plan involves fewer than 100 acres or proposes
to accommopdate only residential or enpl oynent needs,
depending on the need to be accomdat ed:

a. Opportunities for a range of needed housing
types;

b. Sufficient enploynent opportunities to support a
heal t hy econony, including, for proposed
enpl oynent areas, lands wth characteristics,
such as proximty to transportation facilities,
needed by enpl oyers;

c. Wl | -connected systens of streets, bikeways,
pedestrian ways, parks, natural areas, recreation
trails;

d. Protection of natural ecol ogical systens and
i nportant natural | andscape features;

e. Avoi dance or mnim zation of adverse effects on
farmand forest practices and inportant natural
| andscape features on nearby rural |ands.

C. A concept plan shall:

1. Show t he general |ocations of any residential, comrercial,
industrial, institutional and public uses proposed for the area
with sufficient detail to allow estimates of the cost of the
public systens and facilities described in paragraph 2;

2. For proposed sewer, water and stormwater systens and
transportation facilities, provide the foll ow ng:

a. The general |ocations of proposed sewer, water and storm
wat er systens;



b. The node, function and general |ocation of any proposed
state transportation facilities, arterial facilities,
regional transit facilities and freight internoda
facilities;

c. The proposed connections of these systens and facilities,
if any, to existing systens;

d. Prelimnary estimates of the costs of the systens and
facilities in sufficient detail to determne feasibility
and al |l ow cost conparisons with other areas;

e. Proposed nethods to finance the systens and facilities; and

f. Consideration for protection of the capacity, function and
safe operation of state highway interchanges, including
exi sting and pl anned i nterchanges and pl anned i nprovenents
to i nterchanges.

3.1f the area subject to the concept plan calls for designation
of land for industrial use, include an assessnent of
opportunities to create and protect parcels 50 acres or |arger
and to cluster uses that benefit fromproximty to one another;

4. Show water quality resource areas, flood managenent areas and
habi tat conservation areas that will be subject to performance
standards under Titles 3 and 13 of the Urban G owt h Managenent
Functional Pl an;

5. Be coordinated with the conprehensive plans and | and use
regul ations that apply to nearby | ands already within the UGB

6. Include an agreenent between or anong the county and the
city or cities and service districts that prelimnarily
identifies which city, cities or districts wll likely be the

provi ders of urban services, as defined at ORS 195.065(4), when
the area i s urbanized,

7. Include an agreenent between or anong the county and the
city or cities that prelimnarily identifies the | ocal
government responsi bl e for conprehensive planning of the area,
and the city or cities that will have authority to annex the
area, or portions of it, following addition to the UGB

8. Provide that an area added to the UGB nust be annexed to a
city prior to, or simultaneously wth, application of city |and



use regulations to the area intended to conply with subsection C
of section 3.07.1120; and

9. Be coordinated with schools districts.
D. Concept plans shall guide, but not bind:

1. The designation of 2040 Growth Concept design types by the
Metro Counci |

2. Conditions in the Metro ordi nance that adds the area to the
UGB; or

3. Anendnents to city or county conprehensive plans or |and
use regul ations followi ng addition of the area to the UGB

E. I f the | ocal governnments responsible for conpletion of a
| concept plan under this section fail are unable to reach
agreenent on a concept plan by the date set under subsection A,
then the Metro Council may nonethel ess add the area to the UGB

I I . . Rt
governments—i f necessary to fulfill its responsibility under ORS
197.299 to ensure the UGB has sufficient capacity to acconmodate
forecasted grow h. Failureof the Mtroconcept—planto—conphy
ol e | : I Lud it oy
%M%‘ 0

3.07.1120 Planning for Areas Added to the UGB

A. The county or city responsible for conprehensive planning
of an area, as specified by the intergovernnental agreenent
adopt ed pursuant to 3.07.1110C(7)or the ordinance that
added the area to the UGE, shall adopt conprehensive plan
provi sions and | and use regul ations for the area to address
the requirenents of subsection C by the date specified by
the ordi nance or by Metro Code 3.01.040(b)(4).

B. If the concept plan devel oped for the area pursuant to
Section 3.07.1110 assigns planning responsibility to nore
than one city or county, the responsible | ocal governnents
shal |l provide for concurrent consideration and adopti on of
proposed conprehensive plan provisions unless the ordi nance
addi ng the area to the UGB provides ot herw se.

C. Conprehensive plan provisions for the area shall incl ude:

1. Specific plan designation boundaries derived from and
generally consistent wth the boundaries of design type



desi gnations assigned by the Metro Council in the ordinance
adding the area to the UGB

2. Provision for annexation to a city and to any necessary
service districts prior to, or simultaneously with, application
of city land use regulations intended to conply with this
subsecti on;

3. Provisions that ensure zoned capacity for the nunber and
types of housing units, if any, specified by the Metro Counci
pursuant to Metro Code 3.01.040(b)(2);

4. Provision for affordable housing consistent with Title 7 of
the Urban Growt h Managenent Functional Plan if the conprehensive
pl an aut horizes housing in any part of the area;

5. Provision for the anmount of |and and inprovenents needed, if
any, for public school facilities sufficient to serve the area
added to the UG in coordination with affected school districts.

This requirenment includes consideration of any school facility
pl an prepared in accordance with ORS 195.110;

6. A conceptual street plan that identifies internal street
connections and connections to adjacent urban areas to inprove
| ocal access and inprove the integrity of the regional street
system For areas that allow residential or m xed-use

devel opnent, the plan shall neet the standards for street
connections in the Regional Transportation Functional Plan; and

7. Provision for the financing of local and state public
facilities and services.

8. A strategy for protection of the capacity and function of
state highway interchanges, including existing and pl anned
i nt erchanges and pl anned i nprovenents to interchanges.

D. The county or city responsi ble for conprehensive pl anning
of an area shall submt a determ nation of the residential
capacity of any area zoned to allow dwelling units, using the
met hod in Section 3.07.120,to Metro within 30 days after
adoption of new | and use regul ations for the area.

3.07.1130 InterimProtecti on of Areas Added to the UGB

Until land use regul ations that conply with section 3.07.1120
beconme applicable to the area, the city or county responsible



for planning the area added to the UG shall not adopt or
approve:

A A land use regul ation or zoning map anmendnent that all ows
hi gher residential density in the area than all owed by
regulations in effect at the tine of addition of the area
to the UGB

B. A land use regul ation or zoning map anmendnent that all ows
commercial or industrial uses not allowed under regul ations
in effect at the tinme of addition of the area to the UGB

C. A land division or partition that would result in creation
of a lot or parcel less than 20 acres in size, except for
public facilities and services as defined in Metro Code
section 3.01.010, or for a new public school;

D. In an area designated by the Metro Council in the ordinance
adding the area to the UGB as Regionally Significant
| ndustrial Area:

1. A conmercial use that is not accessory to industrial
uses in the area; and

2. A school, a church, a park or any other institutional
or community service use intended to serve people who do
not work or reside in the area.

3.07.1140 Applicability

Section 3.07.1110 becones applicable on March 31, 2011



MEMORANDUM

DATE: March 31,2010
To: Patrick Ribellia, Esq., Planning Director, CITY OF HILLSBORO
FRrROM: Bill Reid, Principal

JoHNSON REID, LLC

SUBJECT: West WashCo./Metro Region Competitive Large Industrial Site Supply

As the Regional Government considers new, large industrial site supply for urbanization, on behalf of the
established high tech industry, the emerging silicon solar energy manufacturing industry cluster and the
incubating bio-pharma industry cluster in West Washington County, the City of Hillsboro specifically seeks to
provide a supply of large, development-ready sites that is competitive with other markets nationwide that strive
to grow similar targeted industry clusters.

To understand what West WashCo (aka the “heart of the Silicon Forest” in Hillsboro) currently has in terms of
large industrial site supply - not necessarily 180-day development ready - and what it should supply to maintain
competitiveness, JOHNSON REID constructed the following summary table comparing:

o Current West WashCo. UGB large industrial site “buildable” supply contingent upon site assembly;!

o West WashCo.’s total 20-Year Medium Growth demand for large sites; and

o Current, development-ready supply (180-day) marketed by the Region’s identified competitors. We
would underscore that competitors — Albuquerque and Austin - have each identified replacement
industrial land supply exceeding a thousand acres according to officials interviewed.

Competitive 50-100 Acre Sites 100+ Acre Sites 50+ Acre Sites
Market Site Count  Acreage Site Count  Acreage Site Count  Acreage
Colorado Springs 20 1,500 5 500 25 2,000
Raleigh 2 126 12 1,470 14 1,596
Austin (Round Rock) 5 380 6 855 11 1,235
West WashCo. - Medium Demand (20 yr) 4 310 7 904 11 1,214
Albuquerque 3 225 9 900 12 1,125
West WashCo. - Current Buildable Supply 3 162 3 369 6 531

SOURCE: City of Hillsboro Vacant Lands Inventory (Dec. 2008), City of Hillsboro EOA (Mar. 2009), Johnson Reid (Feb. 2010)

o Within Hillsboro, the heart of the Silicon Forest now uncompetitively supplies 531 acres, or six 50+ acre
vacant sites in total contingent upon site assembly, of which fewer than 400 acres are “site certified” or
development-ready according to Business Oregon.

o The Hillsboro Economic Opportunities Analyses estimated a large industrial site market demand
for these 3 industry clusters of 1,214 acres over a twenty-year period.2 An available inventory of
sites, that matches that market demand and reasonably development-ready, would place West WashCo
“in the middle of the pack” compared to its most comparable competitors for silicon-based, high-tech
manufacturing, Albuquerque and Austin.

o To be truly competitive, however, that inventory of sites would also have to be largely or completely
development-ready for 180-day site location decisions by targeted industry clusters rather than simply
“buildable.”

During the course of research, it was also learned that a large solar employer was recently forced to locate in
another state because current land price in West WashCo. for limited available supply was cost-inhibitive.

1 The heart of the Silicon Forest in Hillsboro currently has only one 50-100 acre tax lot site (Nike Foundation site on Shute Road) and no single,

100+ acre tax lot site.
2 Medium Growth Scenario, Hillsboro Economic Opportunities Analysis, Figures 27 and 28 (March 2009).
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We therefore recommend the following for the heart of the Silicon Forest in Hillsboro to maximize
competitiveness:

o Addition of at least 140 acres in single lot or easily-assembled 50-100 acre sites;

o Addition of at least 550 acres in single lot or easily-assembled 100+ acre sites;

@ Rapid pursuit of site certification or “development-ready” status for as many sites as possible.
Potential “clustering” of site supply in 300+ acre areas or flexible “supersites” to allow greater flexibility
and competitiveness with the markets identified above, as well as Tennessee and other solar competitors.

o
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West Washington County/ Portland Region
Large Industrial Site Competitiveness - Market Comparison

[ High-Tech, Silicon Solar Manufacturing & Bio-Pharma Large Industrial Acreage ]

Total Acreage in 100+ Acre Sites
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: January 25, 2010
To: Patrick Ribellia, Esg., Planning Director, CITY OF HILLSBORO
FrROM: Bill Reid, Principal

JOHNSON REID, LLC

SUBJECT: Competitive Markets & Market Factor Approach to Large Industrial Site Provision

JOHNSON REID was retained by the City of Hillsboro to document the importance and need for large-site industrial
“market choice” supply for successful economic development. The term “market choice” employed here is defined
as the minimum site count or gross acreage of development-ready large industrial sites/parcels that ensure
adequate choice for prospective industries and firms to consider for successful site selection and recruitment.

To this end, JOHNSON REID interviewed economic development professionals in a nationwide survey of market areas
which have similar targeted industry recruitment to identify specific strategy and economic development policy
underpinnings for other, competitive regions. The objective of this case study analysis is to understand the
approach to land provision for economic development in other markets and how the availability or scarcity of large
industrial sites impacts their business recruitment and marketability in business' location decisions.

In short, our findings reinforce the idea that the Portland metro area is basically unique in taking a detailed, micro-
view of individual site need location, specific industry need planning, timing and land urbanization and
development justification. Alternatively, nearly all markets that are frequently viewed as models or competitors,
including North Carolina and Austin, Texas, regard large industrial site strategy as an issue of providing significant,
prospective supply and choice based not on any study, best practice or empirical approach, but rather regional or
jurisdictional economic goals and objectives and market/land owner coordination.

The sole exception, Seattle/King County, does not pursue larger manufacturers but focuses on research-based
companies enabled, admittedly, by that market’s unique feature of two high-profile research and development
institutions: Fred Hutchison Cancer Research Center and the University of Washington.

We first provide an overview of consensus economic development and recruitment strategy among nationwide
competitors with detailed summary of large industrial site supply approach. Consensus findings are followed by
individual summaries of each competitive market area profiled.

CONSENSUS SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

TABLE 1
Table 1 highlights the five market areas that were Market Area
evaluated in our case study. These regions were |Austin, Texas
selected to reflect similar livability characteristics,
and represent regions that are known to compete
with Hillsboro in the recruitment of Hillsboro's target
industries, namely High-Tech manufacturing and [Raleigh-Durham, North Carolina
Renewable Energy Manufacturing. Colorado Springs, Colorado

Albuquerque, New Mexico
Seattle, Washington
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Organization of Economic Development

For the most part, the approach to economic development, and particularly large sites and employer recruitment
in our case study markets are similar. Typically, a market has a regional economic development lead, which most
commonly is a private, non-profit Economic Development Corporation or a division of the regional Chambers of
Commerce. The Economic Development Corporation is the lead in business recruitment and site location
management, in coordination with local land brokers.

Localized jurisdictions typically get involved in the process of assembling incentive packages in coordination with
respective state or other regional agencies. Our finding is that economic development is organized by this
structure in part as a response to public economic development office restrictions on trade show travel, and other
standard business recruitment expenses, as well as maintaining confidentiality of potential recruitment efforts.

Land Availability Strategy

Our finding is that competing market areas are faced with a far less rigorous land use planning process and that
maintaining availability of sites is most commonly a function of market factors and physical land characteristics.
While most regions have allocated resources to developing target industry identification strategies and strategies
for local business development, we find that case study markets are neither faced with mandated site count
minimums for adequate “choice” nor maximum restrictions on the number of sites in their inventory.

In other words, large industrial site scarcity is not an artificial product of regulatory environment and, when
potential site supply is reduced, regional economic development policy seeks site supply replacement/refreshment
to maintain sizeable supply stock, though “sizeable” varies from market to market. Availability of alternative
locations in our case study, where physical land characteristics permitted, are seen as benefited by a diversity of
marketable site alternatives.

When asked how this site marketability played into their success in recruiting large employers, the overwhelming
consensus was significant.

@ According to Denis Houston, Director of Retention and Expansion for Albuquerque Economic
Development Inc. "Having a diversity of sites is exceedingly important. At this stage in location selection,
having the diversity [for firms] to shop multiple sites with different characteristics will "keep us in the
game" as opposed to firms going elsewhere."

@ This theme was echoed by Dave White, Executive Vice President of Marketing for Colorado Springs
Economic Development Corp, "Site marketability and options are essential. The ability to offer a suitable
site on a fast time frame is critical, without it you are not in the game."

@ Conversely, Steve Gerritson, Business Development Manager for Enterprise Seattle expressed different
approach with Seattle's limited physical land supply, "we're not really in the game for manufacturing. We
don't have the sites... And what | do have does not pencil for those manufacturers.” In the case of Seattle,
education institutions and workforce that allows them to compete for research oriented firm were cited
as strengths.

Land Availability
To demonstrate the issue of site availability and marketability in competing markets, on the following is a brief
summary of respondents' estimate of their large industrial site inventory available.
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Raleigh, North Carolina
@ Raleigh has a site certification program at the state and county levels.
@ Raleigh reported presently having industrial large, individual sites of 60, 66, and 130 acres.
@ In addition, two “super sites” of 472 and 998 acres, respectively, were reported.

@ Super sites are intended for much larger potential users, but can be subdivided as a park.

Albuquerque, New Mexico
@ Albuquerque has more land available than any area in the case study.

@ The majority of their land is concentrated around sites within two master planned areas, Mesa
del Sol and SuncCal.

@ The first, Mesa del Sol, is among the largest master planned developments in the country
covering nearly 20 square miles for employment and residential uses. The second master
planned area is a SunCal project with an estimated 6,500 acres of combined employment and
residential uses.

@ Albuquerque Economic Development Inc. estimates they have between 8-10 parcels around 100
acres that are development-ready, or shovel-ready within 180 days, with an additional 2-3 vacant
buildings in the 200,000 square foot range that have gotten attention as retrofits.

Colorado Springs, Colorado

o Colorado Springs has a significant amount of vacant land to the east of the City center. The
Colorado Springs Economic Development Corp. estimates they have around 35 50-100 acre sites
with roughly 20 development-ready.

@ They recently made a push to identify potential sites with rail access, now well above 500 acres.

Seattle, Washington

o Representatives from Enterprise Seattle indicated they do not have a significant number of large
sites, with "many" 20-30 acre sites but "few, if any" sites above 50 acres.

@ They do not view this as problematic as economic development efforts in that market are
focused on research-oriented firms that require smaller sites than manufacturers.
Austin, Texas

o Similar to Albuquerque, Austin has a significant amount of land available in master planned
communities and various tech/industrial parks in production.

= Qur survey of their inventory database found the equivalent of 520 acres available in their
"featured property profile" including the Texas Clean Energy Park, a 140-acre park dedicated to
the agglomeration of clean energy businesses.

@ In the general database we identified well over 1,000 acres of large lot sites including 5-6
properties in the 100-to-185 acre range and a 315-acre super site.
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Process of Location Selection and Criteria

During our case study interviews, a central theme emerged time and again that became a consensus view of how
firms review sites in a market, select locations and where various selection criteria fall in the process. We have
organized this process into the figure below.

FIGURE 1: BUSINESS LOCATION DECISION PROCESS

Initial Location CaD

Workforce and Existing Cluster

Initial Location Candidates

Firms begin with basket of potential locations based on their preliminary understanding of these and other
location characteristics. Selection process frequently starts with 10-15 location “candidates”. In other words, for
particular industries or individual businesses, locations are "on the radar" because they are broadly known to have
a mix or variety of favorable conditions.

Workforce & Industry Criteria

The first and most important selection criterion is the presence of an appropriately trained workforce and industry
network for that firm. For some firms or industries, this could be the impact of a major educational institution,
existing well-trained workforce, cluster of interrelated businesses or vendors, or most frequently a combination.
Firms then eliminate location candidates that do not satisfy this basic criterion. This is often an internal process in
the very preliminary phases of the site search process.

Operating Costs and Site Availability

After locations with suitable workforce and industry characteristics are established, firms begin to evaluate their
cost of doing business at each location. This is the stage in the location process that economic development
recruiters refer to when they are "in the game". Firms evaluate utility rates, standard wages, and tax structure,

CITY OF HILLSBORO — LARGE INDUSTRIAL SITE MAARKET FACTOR AND COMPETITIVE MARKETS PAGE 4



among countless other factors. In this process firms begin to look for sites that that fit their operating needs. Large
industrial sites are unique, and no site is ever "perfect". It is in this stage that case study respondents indicated
that having sites is essential to progressing to the next stage of the process. As put by Adrienne Cole, Director of
Raleigh Economic Development, "This is a game of not being eliminated. Having a choice of suitable sites keeps
you in the game longer, gets you to the next stage."

Incentives & Livability

At this stage, firms have narrowed their candidates down to a small list of potential locations, and most likely have
potential sites identified. It is here where a location's ability to provide financial incentives as necessary can win
the decision. Tools available to some jurisdictions usually range from property tax incentives to credits for high
wage job creation, to discretionary funds.

According to our case study respondents, livability of a community comes into play in this stage again in an “all else
equal” preference situation. Effectively, all communities that were initially "on the radar" have a generally high
livability standard that, in conjunction with all other criteria, got them on the radar in the first place. Livability
typically factors again at the end of the process, in instances where other business-related factors remain roughly
equal, such that decision makers' preference for a particular community quality of life may "break the tie."

INDIVIDUAL SUMMARIES

AUSTIN, TEXAS

=  The Economic Development Lead is the Chamber of Commerce. The Chamber manages the site inventory and
does initial recruiting. The City gets involved when the Chamber has a recruiting target that is interested in the
region. The City will partner with the State to put together incentive packages as necessary.

= Targeted Industries include: Clean energy, bio-tech, corporate headquarters, digital media, (video) gaming,
and nanotech. The City's primary competitive advantage is workforce. The combination of the University of
Texas and an existing high-tech semiconductor cluster is the source. Otherwise cost of business and livability
are factors.

=  Austin sees itself competing largely with Raleigh and the Tennessee Valley, although nearly every other
respondent noted Austin as a major competitor.

=  There is no mandate or strategy in Austin requiring or limiting site availability. Zoning limitations on land in
Austin were the most relaxed in the survey.

= The region focuses on workforce and infrastructure investment. The region has the most diverse set of
incentive tools in the case study.

Contact:

CITY OF AUSTIN, ECONOMIC GROWTH AND REDEVELOPMENT SERVICES OFFICE
Brian Gildea, Director

512-974.6381

AUSTIN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
Dave Porter, Senior Vice President of Economic Development
512.322.5650
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ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO

Industry recruitment efforts are driven by the private economic development corporation Albuquerque
Economic Development. Public jurisdiction administrative restrictions on travel and other recruiting expenses
indicate a private corporation approach to avoid such restrictions. The City gets involved in the process when
putting together incentive plans and working with the state.

Targeted Industries include: Film industry, renewable energy, and high-tech manufacturing. Their advantages
are driven by the presence of National Laboratories in Los Alamos, Air Force, Department of Defense, and
other federal research investments. The cluster has generated many private spin-offs and vendors related to
government programs. Federal funding is a huge part of driving the cluster. They have three Science and Tech
campuses. Otherwise they promote livability and favorable utility/tax rates relative to what they see as major
market competitors in Phoenix and Denver. The New Mexico Governor even has a discretionary fund to
strategically disburse targeted incentives.

Albuquerque landed Schott Solar in 2008 which took required 80 acres.

Albuquerque does not have a mandate or program for land inventory because land supply is ample. Much of
the recruiting efforts are driven in the direction of two master planned sites, Mesa del Sol and SuncCal.

According to Albuquerque Economic Development Inc. having a diversity of sites is exceedingly important.
They find that firms will begin shopping areas based on workforce criteria and operating costs, and then move
into site characteristics. At this stage in site selection they find that having the diversity to shop multiple sites
with different characteristics will "keep them in the game" as opposed to looking elsewhere with similar
workforce, cost, and livability criteria.

Albuguerque competes primarily with Austin, Salt Lake, Phoenix, and Oregon on high-tech.

Contact:

CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
Chris Chavez, Business Development Manager
505.768.3270

ALBUQUERQUE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT INC.

Denis Houston, Director of Retention and Expansion
505.821.8218

Bob Walton, Vice President of Business Development
505.246.6207

RALEIGH, NORTH CAROLINA

"Raleigh Economic Development" is a division of the Chamber of Commerce that partners with the local
jurisdictions and Wake County. They are the economic development lead in the market in charge of recruiting.
They are contracted through the city to allow for better use of private and public funding pools and for
confidentiality. The City and State become involved in the later incentive process.

Targeted Industries include: Photonics, IT communication equipment, advanced medical care, corporate
headquarters, bio-tech, video gaming and entertainment, renewable energy, nonwoven textiles, defense, and
aeronautical engineering.
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The Raleigh 2030 Plan adopted in 2009 outlines the need to resist the conversion of large employment sites
into residential and other uses. It has targeted areas of growth and encourages the certification of sites
through either the State or the County site certification programs. While the region has goals to encourage
economic development in target industries, the land use system does not set mandates or requirements on
the number of particular sites that need to be available. The availability of land in the region has allowed the
market to supply multiple marketing options.

The recruitment process for them begins when firms start with a large number of potential locations on the
basis of workforce, livability, etc. and then start to look at operating cost advantages to narrow the list. After
the list of geographies is narrowed down, site availability and characteristics are weighed. According to
Raleigh, this the critical point in the process where if site availability and selection is not available, recruitment
potential is lost as firms keep moving through the candidates looking at incentives and comparing sites in
other markets.

Raleigh competes primarily with Austin, Tennessee Valley, Orlando, Charlotte, Richmond, and Atlanta but less
so now than historically.

Contact:

RALEIGH ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Adrienne Cole, Director
919.644.7049

COLORADO SPRINGS, COLORADO

Economic Development is headed by the Colorado Springs Economic Development Corporation, a private non-
profit contracted with the City. They cover a broad geographic area including the City of Pueblo. The city and
state get involved in the incentive and development process.

There are four primary industry targets in Colorado Springs: Aerospace/defense, IT and software,
sports/health fitness/life sciences (includes medical devices), and renewable energy. They specifically target
"primary employers" as defined by firms that export greater than 50% of their products or services.

The catalyst for the community's workforce cluster is largely military and government-driven. Colorado Springs
is proximate to many military bases and establishments, including NORAD. They have a number of local and
state-level incentives at their disposal, including an enterprise zone and local performance-based funding
based on job creation.

However, they feel that they are not as competitive in incentives as New Mexico and Texas. Lower taxes are
probably their biggest incentive. They are highly competitive for wind energy. Colorado Springs is preparing to
make a major wind energy recruitment announcement.

There is no regional policy that they are beholden to with respect to land inventory. The market adequately
provides ample opportunities. For example, a number of years ago they were severely lacking adequate large
sites with rail access and were losing some recruitment opportunities as a result. They went out into the
market and started identifying sites and contacting land owners to meet that need. The process concluded
with the assembly of a 500-acre subdividable parcel with strong location and rail service.
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Site marketability and options are essential. "You have to have the sites." It was noted that firms
need to turn these sites around fast and moving dirt in six months. "The ability to offer a suitable
site on a fast time frame is critical, without it you are not in the game."

Land scarcity is not viewed to be an issue. They have an abundance of flat, prairie land to the east. They
estimate they have the equivalent of roughly 35 50-to-100 acre sites, half of which are development
ready/serviced. In addition, they have a number of large, vacant existing structures that they have found to be
highly marketable for retrofits to renewable energy firms. Primarily, they have a vacated Intel Fab that can be
delivered at a "fire sale" basis, which has gotten a lot of interest from solar firms recently.

Primary markets they compete with are:
For high-tech and renewable energy, Albuquerque, Austin, Phoenix, and Oregon
For Corporate Headquarters, Denver, Austin, and Dallas
For Data Centers, Omaha, Kansas City, and San Antonio

Contact:

COLORADO SPRINGS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORP.
Dave White, Vice President of Marketing
719.471.8183 x2835

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

Enterprise Seattle is a private non-profit economic development corporation. They are the regional economic
development council in charge of recruiting and economic development in Seattle/King County. They work
with the City and County economic development groups to place firms and businesses and grow existing
businesses and industries in the region.

Primary Target Industries include: bio-tech, renewable energy, aerospace, computer software. However, they
are recruiting more research-oriented firms and not necessarily manufacturers.

There is no formal strategy in the management of large lot inventory. They actually focus very little of their
efforts in recruiting outside industries. He estimates they concentrate 70% to 80% efforts on local business
development. They work with commercial brokers to be aware of the inventory of sites available in the region.

They perceive themselves as having serious disadvantage nationally because Washington has a constitutional
mandate that limits ability to produce incentive packages for business recruitment. This has played into their
"grow organically" strategy.

The Seattle region has very few sites in the 50-100 acre range. Actually, a 50-100 acre site would be "near
impossible.” 20 to 30-acre sites are achievable in marketable numbers. They are not really competing for large
industrial users because they do not have the sites. For Seattle it is not only site size limitation but cost as well.
He says large manufacturing oriented users are not looking at Seattle because they could not find sites on a
functional cost basis. They shop more rural locations with cheaper available land and more favorable utility
rates. Hillsboro, Austin, and Albuquerque were specifically identified as such examples.

Primary markets they compete with are:
For Bio-Tech: Chicago, Boston, New Jersey
For Renewable Energy: Austin, San Diego, San Francisco
Others: Portland, Las Vegas, Denver
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Contact:

CITY OF SEATTLE, OFFICE OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Lance Randall, Business Relations Manager
206.733.9743

ENTERPRISE SEATTLE
Steve Gerritson, Manager of Business Development
206.389.8656
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Memo
Date: May 12, 2010
To:  Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC)

From: Commission Chair Lynn Peterson, JPACT Clackamas County Representative
Commissioner Charlotte Lehan, MPAC Clackamas County Representative
Councilor Jody Carson, MPAC Clackamas County Other Cities Representative
Councilor Donna Jordan, MPAC Clackamas County Largest City Alternate
Mayor Tim Knapp, City of Wilsonville

RE: 2009 Urban Growth Report (UGR): Feedback on MPAC
Employment Subcommittee Draft Recommendations

Is premise of large-lot industrial demand still accurate?

In discussing the 2009 Urban Growth Report (UGR) and MPAC Employment Subcommittee Draft
Recommendations with area elected officials, we continue to hear a commonly asked question that
goes to the root underpinnings of the report: Are the assumptions still valid that underlie the 2009
Urban Growth Report (UGR) that “identified demand for an additional 200 to 1,500 acres in large
lot configurations...for traded-sector industrial uses”?

We question this determination. The assumptions that the UGR is based upon were developed over
two years ago and may be flawed; that is, the assumptions and base-line data were developed prior to
the occurrence of the “Great Recession of 2008-10.”

The “Great Recession” has resulted in the three-county metro region losing over 50,000 jobs, or the
equivalent of the past 10 years” worth of job creation. This is a substantial loss in employment, and
one that places our baseline of data back to the year 2000.

The “Great Recession” has produced a record-high vacancy amount of over 15.8 million square feet
(SF) of industrial space in first quarter 2010; see CB Richard Ellis “MarketView, Portland, OR —
Industrial,” First Quarter 2010 report. Many sub-market areas in the Portland region are running with
25% to 44% or more vacancy rates, and these statistics do not include additional speculative
industrial space now under development.

Based on the current, annual absorption rate of 267,328 SF, it will take the market 59 years to absorb
this amount of vacant industrial space. Even assuming that the ‘gang-buster’ years of the better part
of the 2000s occurred again with a 3.0 million SF annual absorption rate, it would take the market
over five years to absorb all of this vacant industrial space. It is probably more realistic to assume
that market conditions improve gradually over time, such that an annualized 1.0—1.5 million SF

absorption rate occurs, which still implies over 10-15 years for all of the vacant industrial space to be
absorbed.

Taken together—extensive job losses and large amount of vacant industrial space—these major
factors call into question projections for a near-term demand for 200-1,500 acres for large-lot
industrial uses. We recommend that Metro goes back to the core assumptions and make new
determinations that take into account today’s reality rather than yesterday’s optimistic projections.

###
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Public comnm ent report

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
Public comment report
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Making the Greatest Place
2010 DECISIONS

In 2010, the Making the Greatest Place (MGP) initiative is focused on making the most of existing communities inside the UGB, creating sustainable jobs,
and protecting farms, forest land and natural resource areas for future generations. Decisions and actions are focused on making progress toward the six
regional outcomes adopted by MPAC, JPACT and the Metro Council:

VIBRANT COMMUNITIES

ECONOMIC PROSPERITY

SAFE AND RELIABLE TRANSPORTATION
ENVIRONMENTAL LEADERSHIP

CLEAN AIR AND WATER

EQUITY
Decision/Project What When Who
Provides opportunities for future jobs and housing in safe, vibrant
Urban reserves designated and walkable neighborhoods that complement existing June 2010 Metro Council designates urban reserves.

communities.

Early planning for potential UGB expansion areas to address

Concept planning process : : June 2010 MPAC makes recommendation to Metro Council, Council adopts.
Ll EP governance, finance, and development issues. (Title 11) Y P
. Guarantees the protection of valuable farmland, forest land and The boards of commissioners of Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties designate
Rural reserves designated b y June 2010
natural areas for current and future generations to enjoy. rural reserves.

A blueprint and strategy for transportation investments that
support a strong economy, sustain healthy communities and June 2010 MPAC makes recommendations to JPACT and Metro Council; JPACT and Metro Council adopts.
reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

Regional Transportation Plan - final adoption,
which initiates local plan implementation

Identifies how the region will accommodate jobs and housingin ~ COO release - Aug 2010

i Metro Council; Metro Coundi .
the next 20 years. Final - December. 2010 MPAC makes recommendations to Metro Counci | adopts

20-year capacity ordinance
Changes regional policy and implementation requirements.
*Protect employment land (Title 4)
Framework Plan & Functional Plans *Focus development in centers and corridors (Title 6) December 2010 MPAC makes recommendations to Metro Council; Metro Council adopts.
*Maintain and increase housing capacity (Title 1)
*Update 2040 Growth Concept map

Use regional investments to leverage development in downtowns,

3 Fall 2010 MPAC and JPACT make recommendations to Metro Council; Metro Council adopts.
mainstreets, and employment areas.

Community investment strategy

Financial incentives, parking management, zoning Targeted policies and investrnents that support shared local and

> i jurisdicti d Metro.
updates, public investments regional aspirations. Ongoing Local jurisdictions and Metro

Draft March 10, 2010



Making the Greatest Place
2010 DECISIONS

Other ongoing MGP work
Decision/Project What

To meet statewide targets for reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, in partnership with local governments Metro will develop potential land use and transportation options to reduce

Greenhouse gas scenarios " Lo i
& vehicle emissions and create a healthy environment.

Develop a set of regional indicators that track the state of the region's people, economy and environment to coordinate efforts for a better future, Project partners include PSU, Metro, local

R nal indicators project T RN
egional indics proje governments, business and advocacy organizations.

Intertwine development and implementation A network of integrated parks, trails and natural areas that provides unparalleled opportunities to preserve natural areas, open spaces, water and wildlife habitat.

Draft March 10, 2010
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